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Abstract 
Effects of Post-Divorce Relocation on Adult Children from Divorced Families 
Julie Present Koller 
 
 
 
This was a cross sectional study aimed at evaluating the potential psychological and health-
related outcomes associated with relocation among adult children from divorced families. This 
research was designed to add to the limited empirical literature in the social sciences pertaining 
to the long-term effects of post-divorce relocation, and to aid in the challenging legal decision-
making process regarding relocation cases. Data from 701 participants from the United States, 
aged 18 years and older, were collected for this study. The primary objectives of this study were: 
(1) to examine if post-divorce relocation with a custodial parent away from a noncustodial parent 
was associated with long-term negative psychological and health-related outcomes compared to 
adult children of divorce who never relocated; and (2) to examine if post-divorce relocation with 
a custodial parent away from a noncustodial parent was associated with greater long-term 
negative psychological and health-related outcomes compared to adult children from intact 
families who experienced a relocation during childhood. Participants who relocated within the 
context of divorce had significantly worse behavioral health outcomes when compared to 
participants who did not relocate within the context of divorce and when compared to 
participants who relocated within the context of an intact family. These results were robust, even 
after controlling for gender, age, and multiple adverse childhood life events.   
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1. Introduction 
Legal cases pertaining to relocation post-divorce are challenging for the court system. 
Jurisdictions are divided in terms of how to decide such difficult cases. Contextually, these cases 
are dynamic and complex. Social science research is lacking; there is a dearth of empirical 
studies examining if relocating a child with a custodial parent post-divorce is potentially harmful 
to children across their life span. Although courts attempt to make decisions according to what is 
in the best interest for the child in custody and relocation disputes, arguments have been made in 
favor of relocation – what is most beneficial for a custodial parent is then in the child’s best 
interest – and against relocation – moving a child away from a noncustodial parent is detrimental 
for the child’s current and future well-being.  
Most legal trends are based on large epidemiological studies of adult children from 
divorced families, inferring correlations from relocating in general, without specifically 
examining relocation – as it may intersect with various custody arrangements – as a potential 
variable that may influence long-term behavioral and health-related outcomes. Furthermore, the 
recent legal trend to favor a custodial parent’s choice for relocation is based on an amicus brief 
written by a clinical psychologist and prolific researcher of divorce, Judith Wallerstein, Ph.D., 
that was based on little empirical data specific to relocation and submitted to the California 
Supreme Court in 1995 (Warshak, 2000). Since then, there has been one empirical study 
examining potential long-term effects of relocation post-divorce among college-age adults 
conducted by Braver, Ellman, and Fabricius (2003), and one follow-up analysis using the same 
data set (Fabricius & Braver, 2006). These studies, although correlational, suggest potential 
negative psychological and health-related outcomes for children who experience a post-divorce 
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relocation, as defined by moving over 1 hour away from a noncustodial parent. It is imperative 
that more research be conducted to examine if relocation post-divorce is in a child’s best interest; 
assessing potential unique contextual variables that may impact long-term psychological and 
health-related effects of relocation is imperative to better inform this important, complex psycho-
legal question.    
2. Literature Review  
2.1 Relocation: Cause for Concern?   
The frequency of relocation post-divorce is fairly high. Based on Braver et al.’s (2003) 
study of effects of post-divorce relocation on college-age adults, of the students of divorce 
surveyed (N = 602), 61% experienced a move of more than 1 hour’s drive by at least one parent 
at some time during their childhood; of this divorced sample, 25% moved with their custodial 
mother away from their father.  Ford (1997) reported that within 4 years of separation and 
divorce, over 25% of custodial mothers moved to a new location. Based on Braver and 
O’Connell’s (1998) study, 3% of the custodial parents who could be located moved out of the 
immediate area within 12 weeks of filing for divorce, 10% moved away within 1 year, and 17% 
had relocated within 2 years. Although relocation post-divorce is frequent, it does not always 
create a legal dispute. When relocation disputes do occur, however, they pose a huge dilemma 
for the court system.  
What is concerning about the frequency rates of relocation is that the divorced parents 
who relocate at the highest rate are the most likely to have younger children; empirical data 
suggest that young children are at the highest risk for relocation-related adjustment problems 
(Kelly & Lamb, 2003). Based on two German population-based, prospective birth-cohort studies 
(N=2933) that assessed the relationship of residential mobility in early childhood with later 
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behavioral problems at age 10, data showed that children who experienced two or more 
relocations, or who moved at school age, or who moved more than 50 km in total, displayed a 
significantly increased risk for the development of behavior problems compared to children who 
have never moved (Tiesler et al., 2013). Rumbold et al. (2012), in a longitudinal cohort study of 
children (N=557) in Adelaide, South Australia, found that relocating two or more times before 
age 2 years was significantly correlated with an increase of internalizing behavior scores at age 9 
years; this study suggested that there may be a sensitive period, in the first few years of life, 
when increases in residential mobility may have a detrimental effect on mental health outcomes 
in later childhood years. Finally, Lin, Twisk, and Huang (2012), in their examination of data 
derived from the Amsterdam Growth and Health Longitudinal Study – an observational 
longitudinal data set of 420 individuals aged 13-42 years – concluded that frequent geographic 
relocation during the childhood and adolescent years was a risk factor for psychosocial stress and 
vital exhaustion (which may be defined as feelings of excessive fatigue and lack of energy, 
increasing irritability, and feelings of demoralization (Appels, 1990)) during the transition to 
middle adulthood.  
Added to this backdrop of potential long-term negative outcomes related to relocation in 
general, children from divorced families may also experience a geographic separation from a 
noncustodial parent. An empirically supported family systems theoretical framework that has 
been used to conceptualize a child’s post-divorce experience is the “divided world of the child” 
model (Finley, 2006). This framework is useful for understanding potential consequences of 
relocation. This theory postulates that in divorced families, divorce divides the former family 
system and creates multiple family systems; the child becomes the common link between these 
systems (Emery & Dillon, 1994). To substantiate this theory, studies have shown that maternal 
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and paternal involvement and perceived nurturance are reasonably correlated with one another in 
intact families, but significantly less so in divorced families. Structural and legal parameters that 
affect a family throughout the divorce process, such as relocation, may enhance this “divided 
world” effect by reducing one parent’s involvement and nurturance (or perceived involvement 
and nurturance) in a child’s life, thus creating larger between-parent differences of perceived 
presence (Finley & Schwartz, 2010). Finley and Schwartz (2010), in their retrospective survey 
research of 1375 young adult university students, found that these larger between-parent 
differences in nurturance and involvement, which are more common in divorced families, are 
negatively correlated with life satisfaction, self-esteem, and friendship quality and satisfaction, 
and positively correlated with distress, romantic relationship problems, and troubled ruminations 
about parents. Residential mobility, then, may be a risk factor for increasing this “divided world” 
effect for children of divorced families, and therefore may be related to unique negative long-
term psychological outcomes for these relocated children.  
2.2 Psycho-Legal Context of Post-Divorce Relocation  
Legal disputes involving relocation post-divorce usually follow one of the following two 
fact patterns: a noncustodial parent objects to a custodial parent’s desire to move with the child, 
as this move may impact his/her contact with the child; or a custodial parents objects to a 
noncustodial parent’s choice to relocate away from the child (Braver et al.,  2003). More often, 
the custodial parent seeks to move with the child and the noncustodial parent objects to this 
decision, seeking legal action to prevent this move. In these challenging relocation cases, the 
court may allow a move, permit a move but switch a primary custody arrangement, or forbid 
relocation altogether. By legally permitting relocation but requesting a switch of primary 
custody, Braver, Cookston, and Cohen (2002) estimated, based upon their analysis of completed 
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surveys of 72 family law attorneys who collectively reported on their experiences representing 
3860 clients, that the courts have succeeded in deterring relocation in two-thirds of relocation 
disputes. However, in more recent years, this deterrent action has become problematic because of 
the intensive burden of proof of incompetence needed to be evidenced by the noncustodial parent 
regarding the current custodial parent.  
When faced with the relocation case dilemma, courts consider what is in the overall best 
interest of the child (Stahl, 2013); courts may prioritize what is in the best interest of the 
custodial parent which may have a direct positive impact on the child, or they may emphasize the 
preservation of a noncustodial parent’s relationship with the child (Stahl). In general, across the 
United States, the applicable legal rules and policies for these cases are unstable and inconsistent. 
These inconsistencies manifest in the jurisdiction’s presumption of favoring the move versus not 
favoring the potential move, in the party that must bear the burden in favor or not in favor of 
relocation, and the heaviness of this particular burden. For example, some states place the burden 
of proof on the parent relocating, like Alaska, Arizona, and Arkansas, while other states place the 
burden on the parent opposing the move, like California, Louisiana, and Connecticut (Elrod & 
Spector, 1997; Stahl, 2013). Case law differs by jurisdiction, and many states also have statutes 
that define relocation issues; critical factors as they relate to the child’s best interests and 
relocation are considered in these statutory laws (Stahl). The “best interest” of the child standard 
is often the basis of these statutes (Braver, Cookston, & Cohen, 2003), although interpretation of 
this standard causes differences between states; emphasis on various variables, such as the 
relationship with the noncustodial parent, the maintenance of the current custodial arrangement, 
the motive of the move, the child’s quality of life and need for stability, the child’s maturity 
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level, the existence of familial violence, and economic factors are all considered and weighed 
differently based upon jurisdiction (Stahl).  
The inconsistencies mentioned above are embedded in a more general context of legal 
trends regarding these relocation cases. Before and up to the mid 1990s, courts were fairly 
consistent in restricting such moves (Terry, Proctor, Phelan, & Womack, 1998) and placing the 
burden of proof on the relocating custodial parent. However, a watershed case in 1996 shifted 
legal sentiment and decision-making towards allowing such moves. In this case – In re Marriage 
of Burgess (1996) – the California Supreme Court reversed a lower court’s decision and prior 
legal trend, and stated that the parent with primary custody has a presumptive right to move with 
the child; this right can only be overcome if the noncustodial parent demonstrates that changing 
primary custody from the relocating to the objective parent is “essential or expedient for the 
welfare of the child” due to the potential detriments incurred by the child should the relocation 
be permissible (In re Marriage of Burgess, 1996, p. 482).  
Contributing to the court’s decision in the Burgess case was an influential amicus curiae 
brief filed in this case by an expert on divorce research, Judith Wallerstein, Ph.D., in 1995. 
Wallerstein’s amicus brief argued for presumption in favor of relocation. Her primary argument 
was that it is in a child’s best interest to allow a custodial parent – more often mothers – to 
relocate away from a noncustodial parent. She based her argument on probable effects of 
relocation inferred from more general empirical literature on the adjustment of children post-
divorce. She primarily cited her own research in her brief, which was problematic because she 
did not quantify her data collected from interviews of 131 post-divorced children over a 25-year 
period; her conclusions were inferred from qualitative information, and more importantly, her 
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conclusions regarding relocation effects were inferred from interviews with only three mothers in 
her study (Warshak, 2000).  
Warshak, in 2000, wrote a well-constructed critical review of Wallerstein’s amicus brief 
elucidating flaws in her argument. He argued that a comprehensive examination of the current 
social science literature to date, including Wallerstein’s earlier reports, supported a policy of 
encouraging both parents to remain in close proximity to their children. He emphasized the 
importance of a child’s relationship with the noncustodial parent, often the father, in his critique. 
Despite the subsequent criticism of Wallerstein’s arguments, mostly by social science 
researchers like Warshak, her amicus brief had a profound effect on the court system, reversing 
the previous trend of prohibiting relocation to now allowing relocation to occur (Braver et al., 
2003). This reversal, however, at the time of Burgess, occurred in a context when there were no 
empirical studies providing data on potential psychological effects on children experiencing 
relocation post-divorce.   
Despite the lack of empirical data on the effects of relocation, the compelling impact of 
Wallerstein’s amicus brief can be demonstrated by court trends following the Burgess case. For 
example, the New Jersey Supreme Court, in Baures v. Lewis (2001), concluded that “most 
importantly, social science research links a positive outcome for children of divorce with the 
welfare of the primary custodian and the stability and happiness within that newly formed post-
divorce household” and that recent “social science research has uniformly confirmed that simple 
principle that, in general, what is good for the custodial parent is good for the child” (p. 222). 
Similarly, in 2001, the California Supreme Court reaffirmed that the noncustodial parent has the 
initial burden of showing that there is harm in the proposed move with the custodial parent; in re 
Marriage of LaMusga, the California Supreme Court reiterated that the “noncustodial parent has 
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the burden of showing that the planned move will cause detriment to the child in order for the 
court to reevaluate an existing custody order” (p. 97) (Stahl, 2013).  
2.3 Previous Empirical Data   
What is most troubling about the overall trend of a presumption in favor of relocation is 
that it is not based on sound social science research. In 2003, Braver et al. conducted the only 
empirical study to date on college-aged “emerging adult” children of divorced parents (N=602) 
to assess if there were any associated benefits or costs on children who relocated with a custodial 
parent post-divorce, compared to adult children from divorced families who did not move post-
divorce. This study did not elucidate any clear benefits or support that relocation with a custodial 
parent is in a child’s best interest. In fact, it suggested some long-term negative psychological 
and health-related consequences that were significantly associated with relocation, such as less 
financial support from parents, an increase in interpersonal hostility levels, a higher level of 
distress concerning the experience of divorce, a lower level of perceived parental support, a 
lower level on indices of physical health, a lower level of general life satisfaction, and a 
decreased level of personal and emotional adjustment. A follow-up study (Fabricius & Braver, 
2006) using the same data set concluded that the above findings were robust even after 
controlling for pre-existing levels of parental conflict and domestic violence. Although these 
studies were correlational and lacked external validity because data were collected from an 
undergraduate college-age sample, this research has provided preliminary data to help the legal 
decision-making process. These empirical results suggest that a presumption in favor of 
relocation with a custodial parent may not be in the child’s best interest. More research is 
necessary to inform decisions regarding these complex cases.  
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Given the lack of empirical literature on the issue of relocation, the Braver et al. (2003) 
study has been examined critically by the social science and legal communities. Pasahow (2005) 
wrote a critical analysis of the Braver et al. (2003) study, pointing out its weaknesses to help 
legal decision-makers discern the limited social science research regarding relocation. Pasahow 
argued that the Braver et al. study did not correct for Type 1 errors and did not examine specific 
comparisons regarding the comparison between children who did not relocate and children who 
had moved with a custodial mother versus children who had moved with a custodial father. In 
addition to these potential limitations, the Braver et al. study did not evaluate strong indices of 
psychological functioning; this study did not include extensive psychological assessments of 
anxiety and depression that would provide more robust data on potential long-term psychological 
impairments. The study was also limited by its college-age sample, which lacks generalizability 
to the general U.S. population. Furthermore, the participants were limited to adult children from 
divorced families. Comparing adult children from divorced parents who experienced relocation 
to adult children from intact families who experienced relocation may provide important data 
regarding potential effects of relocation more generally, regardless of divorce status and physical 
separation from a parent. Finally, examining additional variables that may impact the effects of 
relocation, such as the perceived level of objection to relocation, the age that relocation occurred, 
and the distance of relocation (evaluating distance as a continuous variable rather than an 
arbitrary 1-hour move away cutoff) may provide salient, contextual data to aid the legal decision-
making process.  
2.4 Rationale  
The current study was designed to replicate and improve upon the only empirical study to 
date that has examined long-term effects of relocation post-divorce. Empirical research in this 
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area is limited, and therefore legal decision-making for relocation cases is highly challenging and 
inconsistent across jurisdictions. This study was proposed because it is unclear from previous 
research (or the lack thereof) whether relocation with a custodial parent post-divorce away from 
a partial or noncustodial parent is a risk factor for long-term psychological and health-related 
dysfunction. Furthermore, it is unclear whether relocation within intact families would cause 
similar long-term negative outcomes. The goal of this study was to expand Braver et al.’s (2003) 
research to a larger and more diverse and representative U.S. sample from across the adult life 
span, and to examine more specific psychological and health-related outcome measures. Another 
objective was to explore whether perceived parental conflict and perceived level of objection to a 
post-divorce relocation by a noncustodial parent are mediators of potential significant findings. 
Braver et al.’s (2003) study found that gender was a significant interaction factor, and this study 
examined the impact of gender as well. In short, the primary goal was to see if there is any 
evidence to “signal” to judges that relocating with a custodial parent may have significant 
negative long-term psychological and health-related effects for children from divorced families, 
above and beyond the long-term psychological and health-related effects among children of 
divorce who did not relocate, or children who relocated within an intact family. Because specific 
contextual factors might buffer such negative correlations, this study examined potential 
mediators for such long-term effects.  
To replicate findings and improve upon the Braver et al. (2003) study, this current study 
(1) recruited from a more representative U.S. sample to increase external validity; (2) added 
important comparison groups by recruiting participants from intact families; (3) incorporated 
more group comparisons that may be helpful to the court system; (4) added more robust outcome 
measures of psychological and interpersonal functioning, and (5) explored potentially interesting 
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and salient contextual factors that may have interactions and main effects with the primary group 
comparisons.   
2.5 Study Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to examine the potential long-term psychological and 
health-related outcomes among adult children who relocated with a custodial parent post-
divorce, versus adult children who did not relocate with a parent post-divorce, and compared to 
adult children who relocated with parents within intact families.  The goals of the study were 
exploratory in nature: 1) to examine long-term psychological sequelae from relocation post-
divorce; and 2) to explore possible variables that may interact with the effects observed between 
relocation and long-term outcomes, such as gender, the distance of the move, the age when the 
move took place, perceived parental conflict, and level of objection from a noncustodial parent 
towards relocation.  The goal of this stage of research was to provide a preliminary answer to the 
question of whether relocation with a custodial parent is associated with long-term psychological 
and health-related effects on adult children, above and beyond not relocating within a divorced 
family, and compared to relocation within intact families. This research can assist legal decision-
makers who are involved with cases of relocation and can help direct future research on this 
topic.  
 The specific aims of this study were to collect preliminary data relevant to the following 
hypotheses: 
1. Primary Hypothesis: Relocation with a primary or partial custodial parent away from a partial 
or noncustodial parent will be significantly negatively correlated with long-term psychological 
and physical health-related outcomes among adult children from divorced families compared to 
adult children from divorced families who did not relocate.  
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2. Secondary Hypothesis: Relocation with a primary or partial custodial parent away from a 
partial or noncustodial parent will be significantly negatively correlated with long-term 
psychological and physical health- related outcomes, compared to adult children from intact 
families who relocated during childhood. 
3. Additional Exploratory Aims: Variables such as a relocation by a partial or noncustodial 
parent, race and ethnicity, adult child gender, gender of parent who relocated, perceived parental 
conflict, distance of move, age when the move took place, and the level of parental objection 
towards relocation were examined to determine their potential interaction with relocation and 
associated long-term psychological and health-related outcomes.  
     3. Method 
3.1 Study Design 
 The current protocol utilized a cross-sectional design. Five primary groups were 
examined and compared: adult children from divorced families who relocated with a primary 
custodial parent away from a partial or noncustodial parent (DR); adult children from divorced 
families who had a partial or noncustodial parent relocate away from them (DPR); adult children 
from divorced families who did not experience relocation (DNR); adult children from intact 
families who experienced a relocation during childhood (IR); and adult children from intact 
families who did not relocate during childhood (INR). Figure 1 displays these comparison 
groups, as well as the survey flow and distributed outcome measures intended for each group of 
participants.  
For a primary analysis, data from the DR group were compared to the DNR group to 
assess the potential effects of relocating versus not relocating within the context of divorce. For 
another primary analysis, data from the DR group were compared to the IR group to examine if 
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relocation in general may be associated with similar outcomes, whether or not relocation occurs 
within divorced families. A secondary analysis compared a group of participants who had a 
parent who was legally denied relocation after an attempt to relocate to participants who did not 
have a parent who was denied permission to relocate within the context of divorce. Other 
secondary and exploratory analyses examined the effects of relocating with a mother versus a 
father, of having a parent relocate away from a child within both the contexts of divorce and 
intact families, of relocating with both parents versus relocating with one parent, and of potential 
confounding variables that may impact the statistically significant results found in the primary 
analyses. Participants who met inclusion criteria completed assessments at one point in time. All 
participants were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) application. They were 
compensated $.30 for their participation. Data collection and management was done at Drexel 
University.  
3.2 Eligibility Criteria  
Eligible participants were English-reading U.S. citizens, aged 18 years and older. 
Participants had to have lived with and been raised by a mother and/or father throughout their 
childhood. Participants were excluded if their guardian(s) were not their mother and/ or father, if 
their parents were never married, and if a parent died throughout their childhood before they 
were 18 years of age.  
3.3 Participant Recruitment 
Participants were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) program. 
Amazon’s MTurk program was chosen as a forum for recruitment because it was found that 
recruiting via MTurk for even little compensation ($.10 to $.50 cents) resulted in high 
participation rates over short periods of time (even 1 hour); in fact, higher compensation rates 
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have not been shown to affect data quality (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Samples 
from MTurk were found to be slightly more diverse than other Internet samples and significantly 
more diverse than American college participants (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling). Additionally, 
the data obtained are at least as reliable as data collected through more traditional methods; test-
retest reliabilities for standard psychological surveys have been found to be very high (r=.80-.94, 
mean r = .88) (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling). 
3.4 Data Collection   
3.4.1 Assessment Preparation. 
The principal investigator and research coordinator uploaded all study questions and 
assessment measures to Qualtrics, an external online survey tool that was linked to the MTurk 
site. The survey package created on Qualtrics was connected to a database that was stored 
securely at Drexel University’s Department of Psychology; this database was created using SPSS 
v. 20 software. The Qualtrics link was embedded in the recruitment text on MTurk for eligible 
participants.  
The principal investigator, as a “requester,” compensated all “workers” on MTurk with 
$.30 for approximately 30 minutes of their time. To ensure that only participants who complete 
all surveys were compensated, participants had the opportunity to create their own study number 
at the completion of the survey package on Qualtrics. Participants then were redirected to the 
MTurk site, where they entered their study number on this forum. The research coordinator 
ensured that these numbers matched up, and proceeded to compensate participants who fully 
completed the protocol.  
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3.4.2 Pilot Period.  
Three Ph.D. students in Clinical Psychology from Drexel University independently filled 
out the online measures (with fabricated/filler data) on Qualtrics to ensure that the data were 
being accurately and properly collected and transferred into the central, secure database at Drexel 
University. Time to completion was assessed. The average time for completion was 8 minutes. 
The compensatory mechanism on MTurk was also tested during this pilot trial period.  
3.4.3 Active Recruitment.  
Data were collected until a sample size of around 390 (at least 78 participants per group) 
was reached. Recruitment was assessed daily to examine the number of survey completers. Once 
the target number of participants was recruited for a primary group of analysis, the defining 
group characteristic (e.g., relocating post-divorce) was added to the exclusion criteria of the 
study to directly recruit for the remaining comparison groups and to avoid compensating 
participants who were unnecessary for this study’s target sample size. Once the target participant 
size was obtained, this study was closed on MTurk. Data were collected over a 2-period from 
June to August 2014.  
3.4.4 Data Storage.  
All data were collected and maintained securely at a central database at Drexel 
University’s Department of Psychology.  
3.5 Assessment Procedures  
Participants were directed to the Qualtrics survey link 
(http://drexel.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_5niTx4dKOiGIk9T) via the MTurk forum. They read 
the eligibility criteria on the MTurk forum and if they met all requirements, they answered “yes” 
to proceed to create a study number and click on the Qualtrics survey link 
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(http://drexel.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_5niTx4dKOiGIk9T). Participants then answered a 
question that directed them to a survey package that was dependent on their primary group 
status; participants were divided into subgroups for statistical comparisons based upon their 
family history of divorce and relocation. This “First Question” is shown in Appendix A. All 
participants filled out a Demographics Questionnaire (See Appendix B). They then filled out a 
Divorce Questionnaire or Intact Family Questionnaire, depending on whether their parents had 
divorced during their childhood. They filled out subsequent questionnaires on relocation and 
answered questions assessing their experience, if any, of having a parent move away from them 
as well.  (See Appendix C for the Intact Family Questionnaire, Appendix D for the Intact Family 
Parent-Moved-Away Questionnaire, Appendix E for the Intact Family Relocation Questionnaire, 
Appendix F for the Divorce Questionnaire, Appendix G for the Post-Divorce Relocation 
Questionnaire (First and Only Move), Appendix H for the Post Divorce Relocation 
Questionnaire (Farthest Move), and Appendix I for the Partial/Primary Custodial Parent Move-
Away Questionnaire.) Finally, all participants filled out the more formal psychological and 
health measures described below. Two of these questionnaires, the DSM-5 Self-Rated Level 1 
Cross-Cutting Symptom Measure-Adult and the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 Brief Form 
(PID-5-BF) Adult, are “emerging measures” designed for further research and clinical evaluation 
as part of the DSM-5.  These measures examined current psychological distress – cutting across 
important psychiatric diagnoses – as well as current interpersonal functioning. The psychometric 
properties of these measures – specifically their test-retest reliability and construct and 
convergent validity – are substantiated by recent research (see below for more information). 
Because of their promising psychometric properties and their overlap with the diagnostic 
conceptualizations of the DSM-5, they were included in this research protocol. Additionally, a 
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formal measure of health-related quality of life and a measure of global cognitive judgments of 
satisfaction with one’s life were administered. All questionnaires were completed in less than 5 
minutes. Figure 1 visually displays the distribution schedule for the above questionnaires and the 
primary outcome measures listed below.  
3.5.1 Description of Outcome Measures.  
Subsequent to the demographic and participant characteristic data collection phase 
described above, the following outcome measures were collected as part of the study protocol 
and are displayed in Appendices J-M:  
The DSM-5 Self-Rated Level 1 Cross-Cutting Symptom Measure- Adult (Narrow et al., 2013). 
This is a self-rated 23-question measure designed to examined mental health domains that are 
important across psychiatric diagnoses. This measure examines 13 psychiatric domains, 
including depression, anger, mania, anxiety, somatic symptoms, suicidal ideation, psychosis, 
sleep problems, memory, repetitive thoughts and behaviors, dissociation, personality functioning, 
and substance use. Each item inquires about how much (or how often) the individual has been 
bothered by the specific symptom during the past 2 weeks. Each item on the measure is rated on 
a 5-point scale (0=none or not at all; 1=slight or rare, less than a day or two; 2=mild or several 
days; 3=moderate or more than half the days; and 4=severe or nearly every day). The measure 
was found to be clinically useful and to have good to excellent test-retest reliability in the DSM-
5 Field Trials that were conducted in adult clinical samples across the United States and in 
Canada (Narrow et al., 2013). Additionally, high reliability, convergent validity, and 
discriminant validity were found, specifically for the anxiety domains (Beesdo-Baum et al., 
2012). This cross-cutting symptom measure as tested in the DSM-5 Field Trials represents a first 
step in moving psychiatric diagnosis away from solely categorical descriptions toward 
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assessments that recognize different levels of symptom frequency and intensity. This movement 
towards examining multiple symptoms reflects clinical and research evidence that any given 
individual may experience common psychopathological symptoms that are not listed in the 
criteria for his or her categorical diagnosis.  
The Personality Inventory for DSM-5- Brief Form (PID-5-BF)- Adult. (Krueger et al., 2012). 
This is a self-rated 25-item personality assessment scale for adults age 18 and older. It assesses 
five personality trait domains, including negative affect, detachment, antagonism, disinhibition, 
and psychoticism, with each trait domain consisting of five items. Each item on the measure is 
rated on a 4-point scale (i.e., 0=very false or often false; 1=sometimes or somewhat false; 
2=sometimes or somewhat true; 3=very true or often true). The overall measure has a range of 
scores from 0 to 75, with higher scores indicating greater overall personality dysfunction. Each 
trait domain ranges in score from 0 to 15, with higher scores indicating greater dysfunction in the 
specific personality trait domain. Raw scores, average domain score, and an average total score 
(average scores are calculated to reduce the overall score and the scores for each domain to a 4-
point scale; this allows for a more reliable comparison of the participants’ personality 
dysfunction relative to observed norms (Krueger et al. 2013)) were calculated based upon the 
scoring algorithms. For the purpose of this study, the “clinician rating” was left out of the scoring 
algorithm of the measure. The average domain and overall personality dysfunction scores were 
found to be reliable, easy to use, clinically useful, with high construct validity, to the researchers 
and clinicians in the DSM-5 Field Trials (Krueger, 2013). More broadly in the extant published 
literature to date, the PID-5 has demonstrated acceptable to good psychometric properties 
(Ashton et al., 2012; Fossati et al., 2013; Krueger; Quilty et al., 2013; Wright et al., 2012). 
Fossati et al (2013) found that cronbach alpha values were greater than 0.70 for all PID-5 facet 
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scales and greater than 0.90 for all PID-5 domain scales. The hierarchical structure of the PID-5 
maped well onto current and accepted models of personality and psychopathology, providing 
evidence for the construct validity of this measure (Wright et al., 2012). Furthermore, the traits 
of the PID-5 have been linked with traits of prominent models of personality, demonstrating the 
convergent and discriminant validity of scale scores (Ashton et al., 2012; Wright, Pincus, et al., 
2012). Quilty et al. (2013) also found convergent validity between the PID-5 domain scores and 
the Revised NEO Personality Inventory scale scores in a psychiatric sample of adults. Finally, 
the PID-5 scales account for a substantial amount of variance in DSM-IV personality disorder 
severity and are linked to DSM-IV personality disorders as designed (Hopwood et al., 2012).  
Short Form 12 Version 2 (SF-12-V2) Health Survey (Ware, Kosinski, Turner-Bowker, & 
Gandek, 2002; Ware et al., 2010). This measure was developed from the 36-item SF-36v2 Health 
Survey (SF-36v2; Ware et al., 2007). The 12 SF-12v2 items are used to measure eight domains 
of health-related quality of life (HRQOL). The information obtained from the eight health 
domain scales is then aggregated to provide summary scores (a physical component summary 
(PCS) score and a mental component summary (MCS) score) of the respondent’s physical and 
mental health. The eight domains that are assessed are physical functioning, role limitations 
related to physical health, bodily pain, general health, vitality, social functioning, role limitations 
related to emotional problems, and mental health. The SF-12v2 User’s Manual (Ware et al., 
2010) reported internal consistency reliability estimates of .91 for the PCS measure and .87 for 
the MCS measure. Health domain scale reliability estimates, obtained by correlating each SF-
12v2 scale with the theta score for its corresponding item bank (a measure of alternate forms 
reliability), range from .64 to .86. The 2-week test-retest reliability of the SF-12 PCS measure 
was .89 in the U.S. and .86 in the U.K. (Ware, Kosinskim & Keller, 1995). Similarly, test-retest 
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reliability coefficients of .76 and .77 were observed for the SF-12 MCS measure in the U.S. and 
U.K. samples, respectively (Ware, Kosinskim, & Keller).  Numerous studies substantiate the 
validity of the SF-12v2 health domain scales and component summary measures (Ware et al., 
2002; Ware et al., 2010).  These studies demonstrated that the SF-12-V2 had moderate to high 
levels of construct validity, as demonstrated in findings from factor analyses, tests of convergent 
and discriminant validity, and known-groups comparisons; criterion validity, as revealed in 
correlations with other similar measures (concurrent validity), relationships with future events 
such as hospitalization (predictive validity), and inclusion in randomized controlled trials; and 
content validity, as supported by the inclusion of content representing the health domains most 
frequently measured in widely used health surveys and those believed to be most affected by 
disease and health conditions.  
The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larson, & Griffin, 1985). This is a 
five-item instrument that was developed to measure global cognitive judgments of satisfaction 
with one’s life. This measure can be completed in less than 5 minutes. Respondents rate five 
items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). The 
aggregate score obtained during the scoring process may then be placed into one of seven 
categories based on cut-off scores; these categories range from “extremely satisfied” with one’s 
life to “extremely dissatisfied” with one’s life. The SWLS has strong internal reliability and 
moderate temporal stability, with a coefficient alpha of .87 for the scale and a 2-month test-retest 
stability coefficient of .82 (Diener et al., 1985). In studies examining the external validity of the 
SWLS, results have demonstrated considerable evidence for the convergence of the SWLS with 
numerous measures of subjective well-being and life satisfaction; the SWLS shows adequate 
convergence with related measures of life satisfaction, including measures using a different 
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methodological approach to measure this construct (Diener et al., 1985). The SWLS has also 
been shown to be negatively correlated with clinical measures of distress, including a strong 
negative correlation (r = -.72, p=.001) between the SWLS and the Beck Symptom Inventory 
(Blais, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Briere, 1989; Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961).  
3.6 Statistical Plan   
3.6.1 Sample Size Determination. 
Using an a priori power analysis (Cohen, 1992) for this five-group study with a medium 
effect size and an alpha level of .05, a total sample size of 195 participants was indicated (39 per 
group) to achieve 80% power. In the absence of any previous empirical effect sizes, a medium 
effect size was chosen for this study. Because interaction effects were examined, the sample size 
was increased by 50%, to 390 participants (78 per group).   
3.6.2 Research Design. 
This was a cross-sectional study classifying two primary groups of adults (adult children 
of divorced families versus adult children of intact families) into subgroups based upon 
relocation status during childhood. There were three comparison subgroups within the adult 
children of divorced family category (DR, DNR, DPR) and two comparison subgroups within 
the adult children of intact family group (IR, NIR). This design was intended to capture potential 
significant long-term psychological and health-related outcomes based upon relocation 
experiences during childhood, using data from a diverse, representative sample of the U.S. 
population collected from a web-based recruitment forum (MTurk).  
3.6.3 Primary Analyses. 
Primary analyses compared adult children of divorced parents who relocated with a 
custodial parent (DR) to adult children of divorced parents who never relocated (DNR) on 
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demographic variables and primary measures of psychological and health-related functioning. 
The DR group also was compared to adult children from intact families who relocated (IR) on 
demographic variables and primary outcome measures. Independent samples t-tests were used 
for continuous variables to assess for statistically significant differences between groups, and 
Chi-square tests were used with categorical variables.  Effect sizes were determined based upon 
the Cohen’s d statistic for t-tests and the Phi coefficient (for 2x2 data tables) or Cramer’s V 
(when k>2) statistic for Chi-square comparisons.  
3.6.4 Secondary Analyses.  
At this stage of analysis, the DR group was divided into two subgroups: adult children 
from divorced families who relocated with a primary or partial custodial mother and adult 
children from divorced families who relocated with a primary or partial custodial father. These 
subgroups were compared using multiple t-tests and Chi-square comparisons of demographic 
and outcome variables to assess if significant differences exist between relocating with a 
custodial mother versus a custodial father. Additionally, the DR group was compared to the DPR 
group using t-tests and Chi-square comparisons to examine if significant differences of outcome 
measures existed solely based on any one parent living at a distance from a child from a divorced 
family. Adult children who relocated with both parents were compared to adult children who 
relocated with one parent within the context of divorce. Finally, adult children who had a parent 
be legally denied permission to relocate post-divorce were compared to adult children who did 
not have a parent who was legally denied permission to relocate post-divorce. Effect sizes were 
calculated based upon the Cohen’s d statistic for t-tests or the Phi coefficient or Cramer’s V 
statistic for Chi-square comparisons.  
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3.6.5 Exploratory Analyses. 
A subgroup of participants who moved away from a parent within intact families was 
compared to the DR group to determine if moving away from a parent within the context of a 
divorced family yielded significantly different outcomes as moving away from a parent within an 
intact family. Similarly, participants who had a parent move away from them within divorced 
families were compared to a subgroup of participants who had a parent move away from them 
within intact families.  To assess whether potentially confounding variables like gender, age, 
level of family conflict, histories of childhood abuse, and histories of familial domestic violence 
significantly altered the statistically significant results from the primary analyses, data were 
consolidated to examine the effects of these variables. A principal component analysis (PCA) 
was conducted to create composite scores of the psychological outcome measures for each 
participant. Additionally, participants were coded based upon three dichotomies (relocation/no 
relocation, divorce/intact, parent moved away/parent did not move away) that were examined in 
various ways in the primary and secondary analyses to create factors to enter into an omnibus 
factorial ANOVA. ANCOVAs were subsequently conducted to control for the confounding 
effects of potentially salient contextual variables and to examine the main effects and interaction 
effects of age and gender. These ANCOVAs were conducted to explore if potential covariates 
would reduce within-group error variance and are statistically significant confounders that would 
bias the results found in the primary and secondary comparison analyses.  
3.6.6 “Worker” Dropout Data. 
Data from participants who did not complete all of the assessments were still used in the 
analyses, assuming that basic demographic data were collected to assign participants to a 
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respective comparison group. Data from incomplete measures were excluded from the study’s 
analyses. 
4. Results 
Data from 701 participants were collected over a 2-month period during June to August, 
2014. Descriptive characteristics of the sample are reported in Table 1. The total sample was 
51.8% male (n=363) and 48.2% female (n=338), with a mean age of 32.8 (SD=11.3) years. No 
significant differences existed between the five primary comparison groups with regard to 
gender. The racial and ethnic make-up of the study’s sample, as delineated below and in Table 1, 
differed from the overall ethnic and racial group percentages that make up the United State’s 
general population, as per the US Census Bureau Version 2014-2015 (Unites States Census 
Bureau, //www.census.gov/en.html).  This sample was 48.1% White (n=337), versus 77.4% in 
the US population; 6.8% Black/African American (n=48), versus 13.2% in the US population; 
28.0% Asian (n=196), versus 5.4% in the US population; 11.3% Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander (n=5), versus 0.2% of the US population, 1.7% Other/Two or more races (n=12), 
versus 2.5% in the general US population, and 3.4% Hispanic (n =24), versus 17.4% in the US 
population. Among all participants who relocated during their childhood (n=370), 44.3% 
(n=164) endorsed moving for a parent’s job opportunity, 23.0% (n=85) endorsed moving to be 
closer to family, 16.2 % (n=60) endorsed moving for a parent’s new relationship, and 8.9% 
(n=33) stated the move was for educational opportunities. There were no significant differences 
with regard to the reasons for relocating between the comparison relocation groups.  
4.1 Primary Analysis 1: Are There Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated within the Context of Divorce 
(DR) and Adult Children who did not Relocate within the Context of Divorce (DNR)?  
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Data from the DR (n=118) group were compared to data from the DNR (n=151) group on 
multiple outcome measures and contextual variables to examine the potential long-term effects 
of having experienced relocation within the context of divorced families. With regard to 
comparisons of background and contextual variables, participants in the DR group were more 
likely to currently have children,  χ2 (1, N=295)=3.81, p=.05, φ=0.11.	  The DR group was 
significantly more likely to have experienced childhood verbal/emotional abuse by a parent or 
close family member, χ2 (1, N=295)=5.69, p=.02, φ=0.14, childhood physical abuse by a parent 
or close family member, χ2 (1, N=295)=5.89, p< 05, φ=0.14, and were also more likely to have 
witnessed domestic violence in their families of origin, χ2 (1, N=295)=4.53, p=.03, φ=0.12. 
Those in the DNR group reported being significantly older (M=13.60, SD=9.60) than those in the 
DR group (M=11.40, SD=7.00) when their parents got divorced, t(273)=2.07, p=.04, d=0.25. If 
one parent had primary physical custody, the DNR group reported having had more frequent 
contact with the partial custodial parent, χ2 (1, N=295)=3.81, p<.05. φ=0.18. The DR group 
reported a greater likelihood of having had a parent who was legally denied permission to 
relocate during their childhood, χ2 (1, N=295)=3.81, p<.05, φ=0.18, and were more likely to 
have mothers who were denied this permission, χ2 (3, N=288)=8.87, p<.05, φ=0.18. No 
significant differences existed between the groups with regard to current and past SES variables, 
including education and income levels of participants and their parents, the physical custody 
arrangement within their families of origin, and the levels of conflict experienced in their 
families of origin.  
Results from comparing the DR and DNR groups on the primary psychological and 
health-related outcome measures are reported in Table 2. Participants in the DR group were 
significantly more likely to report currently taking a psychotropic medication for a mental health 
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problem as well as to endorse having a history of self-harming behaviors. These participants who 
relocated in the context of divorce during their childhood reported feeling significantly less 
connected to both parents than those participants who did not relocate in the context of divorce 
during their childhood. The DR group had significantly higher somatic and dissociative 
symptoms as well. As shown in Table 2, there were no statistically significant differences 
between the two groups on any of the measures of personality dysfunction on the PID-5-BF, the 
satisfaction with life measure, and the health-related outcome measures.  
4.2 Primary Analysis 2: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated within the Context of Divorce 
(DR) and Adult Children who Relocated within the Context of an Intact Family (IR)?  
Data from the IR (n=132) group were compared to data from the DR (n=118) group to 
examine if relocation in general was associated with similar psychological and health-related 
outcomes, regardless of whether relocation occurs within the context of divorced families. With 
regard to comparisons of background and contextual variables, participants in the DR group were 
significantly more likely to have experienced childhood verbal/emotional abuse by a parent or 
close family member, χ2 (1, N=293)=29.8, p<.001, φ=0.32, childhood physical abuse by a parent 
or close family member, χ2 (1, N=293)=21.8, p<.001, φ=0.27, childhood sexual abuse by a 
parent or close family member, χ2 (1, N=293)=10.8, p<.001, φ=0.19, and were also more likely 
to have witnessed domestic violence in their families of origin, χ2 (1, N=293)=10.7, p<.001, 
φ=0.19. There was a significant difference between the groups with regard to race and ethnicity, 
χ2 (6, N=293)=19.5 p<.01, φ=0.26; Asian and Black/African Americans were more likely to be 
in the IR group whereas Hispanic/Latino participants were more likely to be in the DR group. 
The DR group (M=3.63, SD=2.07) reported being more highly opposed to the relocation than the 
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IR group (M=2.75, SD=2.01), t(196)=-2.72, p=.007, d=0.39. The DR group (M=4.77, SD=1.68) 
reported having had higher levels of conflict in their families of origin than the IR group 
(M=3.69, SD=1.81) before their parents got divorced, t(288)=-5.27, p<.001, d=0.62,  and during 
their parents’ divorce process (M =4.85, SD =1.60), t(288)=-5.74, p<.001, d=0.68. After the 
divorce was finalized, however, the levels of conflict in the families of origin between the DR 
and IR groups were not statistically significantly different. There were no significant differences 
between the groups with regard to the distance of the move, age when the move occurred, and 
current and past SES variables, including education and income levels, of themselves and their 
parents.  
Results from comparing the IR and DR groups on the study’s primary psychological and 
health-related outcome measures are reported in Table 3. Participants in the DR group were 
significantly more likely to report having had an arrest history, a history of engaging in self-
harming behaviors, and a history of a suicide attempt. The DR group was significantly more 
likely to be currently taking a psychotropic medication for a mental health problem. The IR 
group reported having a significantly closer relationship with both parents when compared to the 
DR group. The DR group scored significantly worse on multiple measures of psychological 
symptoms. The DR group had significantly higher scores on measures of somatic symptoms, 
dissociation, problems with memory, sleep problems, suicidal ideation, psychosis, repetitive 
behaviors, personality functioning, substance use, disinhibition, psychoticism, and on the overall 
personality inventory score- indicating higher levels of personality dysfunction. The IR group 
scored significantly higher on the Mental Health Composite Score (MCS) of the SF-12, 
indicating better overall mental health functioning than participants in the DR group.  
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4.3 Secondary Analysis 1: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who had a Parent who was Legally Denied 
Permission to Relocate and Adult Children who did not have a Parent who was Legally 
Denied Permission to Relocate Post-Divorce?  
A secondary analysis was conducted to assess if there were significant differences in 
psychological and health-related outcomes between adult children who had a parent that was 
legally denied permission for relocation (Denied, n=95) versus those who did not have a parent 
that was legally denied an opportunity to relocate (Not denied, n=272) within the context of 
divorce. These comparisons were conducted to examine the potential effects on adult children of 
legally denying their parent(s) the right to relocate.  Overall, among the Denied group, 35.2% 
reported having had a mother who was legally denied permission to relocate (n=32), 44.0% 
reported having had a father who was legally denied permission to relocate (n=40), and 21.0% 
reported having had both parents who were legally denied permission to relocate (n=19). With 
regard to comparisons of demographic and contextual data, male adults were more likely to have 
had a parent who was denied permission to relocate, χ2 (1, N=367)=16.3, p<.001, φ=0.21,  as 
were American Indian/Alaskan Natives and Asian participants, χ2 (6, N=367)=35.4, p<.001, 
φ=0.31. Caucasian participants were significantly less likely than participants from other ethnic 
groups to have had a parent who was legally denied permission to relocate, χ2 (6, N=367)=35.4, 
p<.001,  φ=0.31. The groups did not significantly differ on other basic demographic variables 
such as current age and current income and education levels. The Denied group was significantly 
more likely to have experienced childhood physical abuse by a parent or close family member, 
χ2 (1, N=367)=28.1, p<.001, φ=0.28, childhood sexual abuse by a parent or close family 
member, χ2 (1, N=367)=23.0, p<.001, φ=0.25,  and were also more likely to have witnessed 
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domestic violence in their families of origin, χ2 (1, N=367)=12.6, p<.001, φ=0.19. The Denied 
group was significantly more likely to have relocated throughout their childhood, χ2 (1, 
N=367)=4.52, p=.034, φ=0.11, and were significantly more likely to have had a parent who 
moved away, χ2 (1, N=367)=13.1, p<.001, φ=0.19. Additionally, the Denied group was 
significantly more likely to have had a father who had primary custody during their childhood, χ2 
(2, N=367)=15.0, p<.001, φ=0.20,  and a father with a higher education level, χ2 (4, 
N=367)=10.5, p=.032, φ=0.17,  than the Not Denied group. The Denied group was also 
significantly more likely than the Not Denied group to report a post-divorce annual family 
income below the poverty level (<$10,000), χ2 (9, N=367)=20.3, p=.016, φ=0.24. Participants in 
the Denied group reported being an older age (M=16.90, SD=11.60) than those in the Not denied 
group (M=11.00, SD=6.64) when their parents got divorced, t(115)=-4.68, p<.001, d=0.87.  
Results from comparing the Denied and Not denied groups on the study’s primary 
psychological and health-related outcome measures are reported in Table 4. Participants in the 
Denied group were significantly more likely to report having had an arrest history and a history 
of having attempted suicide. The Denied group was significantly more likely to be currently 
taking a psychotropic medication for a mental health problem. The Denied group reported having 
a significantly closer connection with their fathers when compared to the Not denied group. The 
Denied group scored significantly worse on multiple measures of psychological outcomes. The 
Denied group had significantly higher scores on measures of depression, anger, suicidal ideation, 
sleeping problems, memory problems, dissociation, mania, anxiety, somatic symptoms, 
psychosis, personality functioning, substance use, negative affect, detachment, antagonism, 
disinhibition, psychoticism, and on the overall personality inventory score. The Notdenied group 
scored significantly higher on the Physical Health Composite Score (PCS) of the SF-12, 
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indicating better overall physical health functioning than participants in the Denied group. In 
contrast to the directionality of the results of the previous comparisons, the Denied group scored 
significantly higher than the Not denied group on the Satisfaction with Life scale.  
4.4 Secondary Analysis 2: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated within the Context of Divorce 
(DR) and Adult Children who had a Parent Relocate Away from Them within the Context 
of Divorce (DPR)? 
A secondary analysis was conducted to examine if there are differences between adult 
children who relocated (DR, n=135) and adult children who had a parent relocate away from 
them (DPR, n=80) within the context of divorce. The DR group was significantly more likely to 
currently have children, χ2 (1, N=215)=5.90, p<.05, φ=0.17,  to have had histories of childhood 
physical abuse, χ2 (1, N=215)=7.93, p<.01, φ=0.20,  and histories of childhood sexual abuse, χ2 
(1, N=215)=9.64, p<.001, φ=0.21. The DR group (M=3.86, SD=1.71) also reported to have 
experienced significantly more conflict in their families of origin post-divorce than the DPR 
group (M=3.22, SD=1.83), t(210)=2.61, p<.01, d= 0.37. The DPR group was significantly more 
likely to have a father with a higher level of education, χ2 (4, N=215)=10.4, p<.05, φ=0.22. The 
DR group was significantly more likely to have had an arrest history, χ2 (1, N=215)=8.79, 
p<.001, φ=0.20, to have a history of suicide attempts, χ2 (1, N=215)=8.26, p<.001, φ=0.20,  and 
to be currently taking prescription psychotropic medications for a mental health problem, χ2 (1, 
N=215)=15.0, p<.001, φ=0.26. The DPR group (M=4.85, SD=1.98) reported having a 
significantly greater connection with their mothers than the DR group (M=4.26, SD=1.97), 
t(213)=-2.12, p<.05, d=0.30. No differences existed between the groups with regard to the level 
of objection to the move, the level of reported current connection with fathers, physical custody 
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arrangements in their families of origin, and the amount of contact with partial custodial parents. 
With regard to measures of psychological symptoms and personality functioning, there were no 
significant differences between the groups except on measures of sleeping problems and 
psychoticism; the DR group (M=1.36, SD=1.41) scored significantly higher than the DPR 
(M=1.03, SD= 1.40) group on the psychoticism outcome measure, t(191)=2.04, p<.05, d=0.24, 
and the DR group (M=1.86, SD=1.20) scored significantly higher than the DPR group (M=1.48, 
SD=1.35) on a measure of sleeping problems, t(191)=2.01, p<.05, d=0.29.  
4.5 Secondary Analysis 3: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated with their Mothers and Adult 
Children who Relocated with their Fathers within the Context of Divorce? 
A secondary analysis was conducted to assess if there were differences between adult 
children who relocated with their mothers (n=94) versus adult children who relocated with their 
fathers (n=19) in the context of divorced families. Multiple significant differences were found 
with regard to background variables. The level of conflict reported during the time of the divorce 
was significantly higher for participants who relocated with their fathers (M =5.68, SD =1.34) 
versus those that moved with their mothers (M=4.80, SD=1.62), t(111)=-2.24 , p<.05, d=0.56. 
Participants who moved with their mothers were more likely to have had mothers who obtained a 
college degree or higher than participants who moved with their fathers, χ2 (4, N=113)=14.10, 
p<.01, φ=0.35. Participants who moved with their fathers were more likely to have had fathers 
who obtained a college degree or higher than participants who moved with their mothers, χ2 (4, 
N=113)=11.7, p<.05, φ=0.32. Participants who moved with their mothers were more likely to 
report that their mothers had primary physical custody during their childhoods, χ2 (2, 
N=113)=17.3, p<.001, φ=0.39,  that their mothers were their primary physical custodial parent 
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before the relocation, χ2 (2, N=113)=18.4, p<.001, φ=0.40,  and that their mothers were also 
their primary physical custodial parent after the relocation, χ2 (2, N=113)=24.6, p<.001, φ=0.47. 
Similarly, participants who moved with their fathers were more likely to report that their father 
had primary physical custody during their childhoods, χ2 (2, N=113)=17.3, p<.001, φ=0.39, that 
their fathers were their primary physical custodial parent before the relocation, χ2 (2, 
N=113)=18.4, p<.001, φ=0.40,  and that their fathers were also their primary physical custodial 
parent after the relocation, χ2 (2, N=113)=24.6, p<.001, φ=0.47. There were no significant 
differences between the groups on any psychological and health-related outcome measures. 
Participants who moved with their mothers reported having a significantly closer connection 
with their mothers (M=4.52, SD=1.92) than participants who moved with their fathers (M=3.21, 
SD=2.07), t(111)=2.68 , p<.01, d=0.67.  
4.6 Secondary Analysis 4: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated with Both Parents and Adult 
Children who Relocated with One Parent within the Context of Divorce? 
A final secondary analysis was conducted to examine if there were significant differences 
in psychological and health-related outcomes between adult children who relocated with both 
parents (or had a partial custodial parent move to be closer to them) (n=19) and adult children 
who relocated away from a parent (n=104) and was therefore geographically separated from a 
parent during their childhoods. Participants who moved with both parents were more likely to be 
Asian, χ2 (4, N=129)=11.6, p<.05, φ=0.30. These participants were also more likely to have had 
parents who had equally shared custody, χ2 (2, N=129)=27.8, p<.001, φ=0.46. Participants who 
relocated away from a parent were more likely to have had a mother who had primary physical 
custody, χ2 (2, N=129)=27.8, p<.001, φ=0.46. Participants who moved with both parents had a 
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significantly greater objection to the relocation (M=1.41, SD=3.53) than did those participants 
who moved away from a parent (M=3.53, SD=1.88), t(127)=1.98, p<.05, d=0.53. Participants 
who moved with both parents also reported that the “non-moving parent,” or parent who did not 
initiate the move, had a greater objection to the move (M=4.50, SD=1.37) than the non-moving 
parent of the participants who separated from a parent during their relocation (M=3.45, 
SD=1.91), t(127)=2.12, p<.05, d=0.57.  There were no significant differences between the groups 
with regard to past and present SES variables, current marital status, abuse histories, distance of 
the move, and levels of conflict in their families of origin. Participants who moved with both 
parents scored higher on symptomatic measures of psychosis, (Mboth=2.57, SDboth=1.02; 
Mseparate=1.20, SDseparate=1.38), t(116)=3.57, p<.001, d=1.02, suicidal ideation, (Mboth=2.21, 
SDboth=1.05; Mseparate=1.16, SDseparate=1.27), t(116)=2.96, p<.01, d=0.55, memory problems, 
(Mboth=2.07, SDboth=1.27; Mseparate=1.26, SDseparate=1.20), t(116)=2.36, p<.05, d=0.44, 
dissociation,  (Mboth=2.57, SDboth=1.02; Mseparate=1.20, SDseparate=1.38), t(116)=3.57, p<.001, 
d=0.66, personality functioning, (Mboth=2.21, SDboth=1.25; Mseparate=1.32 SDseparate=1.26), 
t(116)=2.51, p<.05, d=0.56, and antagonism, (Mboth=1.36, SDboth=0.70; Mseparate=0.87, 
SDseparate=0.82), t(116)=2.14, p<.05, d=0.61. There were no significant differences between the 
groups on any other measured psychological and health-related outcome variables.  
4.7 Exploratory Analysis 1: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who Relocated Away from a Parent Within the 
Context of Divorce and Adult Children who Relocated Away from a Parent within the 
Context of an Intact Family? 
An exploratory analysis was conducted to determine if there were significant differences 
with regard to psychological and health-related outcomes between participants who relocated 
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away from a parent within the context of divorce (n=113) versus participants who relocated away 
from a parent within the context of an intact family (n=25). No significant differences between 
psychological and health-related outcomes were found. With regard to contextual variables, 
participants who relocated away from a parent within an intact family were more likely to 
relocate with their fathers, χ2 (4, N=129)=11.6, p<.05, φ=0.30,  and also reported having a closer 
connection with their fathers currently (Mintact = 4.88, SDintact=1.64; Mdivorce=3.33, SDdivorce=1.77), 
t(136)=4.02, p<.001, d=0.89. Additionally, these participants who relocated away from a parent 
within an intact family were more likely to be Asian, χ2 (5, N=139)=21.2, p<.001, φ=0.39,   and 
were more likely to be in an intimate relationship with current domestic violence, χ2 (1, 
N=139)=6.12, p<.01, φ=0.21.   
4.8 Exploratory Analysis 2: Are there Differences in Long-term Psychological and Health-
related Outcomes between Adult Children who had a Parent Relocate Away from Them 
within the Context of Divorce and Adult Children who had a Parent Relocate Away from 
Them within the Context of an Intact Family? 
Another exploratory analysis was conducted to determine if there were significant 
differences with regard to psychological and health-related outcomes between participants who 
had a parent relocate away from them within the context of divorce (n=133) versus participants 
who had a parent relocate away from them within the context of an intact family (n=60). 
Participants who had a parent move away from them in the context of an intact family were more 
likely to Asian, χ2 (6, N=193)=29.5, p<.001, φ=0.39, were more likely to have obtained a higher 
level of education, χ2 (4, N=195)=10.9, p<.05, φ=0.24, were more likely to have objected more 
to the parent’s relocation, (Mintact = 4.45, SDintact=1.70; Mdivorce=3.44, SDdivorce=2.05), 
t(184)=3.25, p<.001, d=0.52, reported higher levels of conflict within their families of origin, 
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(Mintact = 4.75, SDintact=1.62; Mdivorce=3.42, SDdivorce=1.78), t(191)=4.94, p<.001, d=0.77, and 
were a significantly younger age when their parent moved away from them, (Mintact = 9.24, 
SDintact=3.90; Mdivorce=11.09, SDdivorce=5.32), t(160)=-2.11, p<.05, d=0.38. There were no 
differences between the groups with regard to the distance of the move and with regard to 
backgrounds of childhood abuse and domestic violence in their families of origin. However, 
participants who had a parent move away from them within the context of an intact family scored 
significantly worse than participants who had a parent relocate away from them in the context of 
divorce on the majority of the psychological and health-related outcomes that were measured in 
this study. Results from these independent sample t-tests and chi-square analyses are reported in 
Table 5.  
4.9 Exploratory Analysis 3: Consolidating Data with a Principal Component Analysis and 
Subsequent Omnibus Factorial ANOVA to Examine the Effects of Potential Confounding 
Variables  
A principal components analysis (PCA) was conducted to identify and compute 
composite scores for the multiple symptomatic and personality-related psychological outcome 
measures used in this study. These factor analyses were conducted to consolidate the primary 
behavioral outcome measures for reasons of parsimony and data consolidation for use in the 
exploratory factorial ANCOVAs that were conducted to evaluate potential confounding factors 
that may have impacted the statistically significant results in the primary analyses. The 13 
individual scores (depression, anger, mania, anxiety, somatic symptoms, suicidal ideation, 
psychosis, sleep problems, memory, repetitive thoughts and behaviors, dissociation, personality 
functioning, and substance use) obtained from the DSM-5 Level 1 Cross-Cutting Symptom 
Measure were used in the first PCA; this PCA utilized a varimax rotation and a minimum 
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eigenvalue of 1 to determine the primary factor loadings. All of the individual psychological 
symptom domain scores loaded onto one symptomatic factor, which had a total eigenvalue score 
of 8.05 and explained 61.9% of the total variance of the psychological symptom outcomes 
measured in this study. All items in this PCA had primary loadings onto this one extracted factor 
that ranged from 0.53 and 0.89. This primary extracted component was labeled the 
“PsychSymptomScore” factor. Another PCA was conducted to create a composite score for 
personality functioning. The five domain scores (disinhibition, psychoticism, antagonism, 
negative affect, and detachment) on the DSM-5 PID-5-BF were entered into a PCA, which 
utilized a varimax rotation and a minimum eigenvalue of 1 to determine the primary factor 
loadings. One component was extracted, labeled the “PersonalityDysfunctionScore” factor, that 
had a total eigenvalue of 3.89 and explained 77.8% of the personality dysfunction measured by 
the DSM-5 PID-5-BF. Both the “PsychSymptomScore” and the “PersonalityDysfunctionScore” 
factors were used in the following exploratory analyses to examine potential covariates and 
interaction effects in this study.  
Pairwise comparison tests were already conducted as the primary and secondary analyses 
to provide results to the pertinent psycho-legal research questions proposed in this study. The 
purpose of conducting the following omnibus factorial ANCOVAs after consolidating the data 
into three primary dichotomous independent variables and two primary dependent variables was 
to examine whether the significant interaction effects found in the primary and secondary 
analyses were still significant even after controlling for specific covariates. To extract the three 
primary dichotomies that were examined throughout the primary and secondary analyses in the 
study, three new variables were created and study participants were coded with regard to whether 
they came from a divorced or an intact family, whether they relocated during their childhood, 
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and whether a parent moved away from them during their childhood. Eight possible 
combinations were examined in three-way ANOVAs that utilized the PsychSymptomScore and 
PersonalityDysfunctionScore factors from the PCA as the primary dependent variables. Using 
the PsychSymptomScore as the dependent variable, a factorial ANOVA was conducted; results 
showed that main effect of divorce was statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 8.40, p<.01, 
h2=0.013,  the main effect of relocation was not statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 0.095, p=.76, 
h2=<.001, and the main effect of having a parent move away was statistically significant, F(1, 
630) = 50.7, p<.001, h2=0.074. There were two statistically significant interaction effects. The 
interaction between the divorce and the relocation factors was significant, F(1, 630) = 8.53, 
p<.01, h2=0.013. The interaction between divorce and having a parent move away was also 
significant, F(1, 630) = 27.9, p<.001, h2=0.042.  These significant interaction effects were 
comprehensively examined in the primary and secondary analyses of this study. The two-way 
interaction between relocation and having a parent move away was not significant, F(1, 630) = 
2.14, p=.14, h2=0.003, nor was the three-way interaction between the relocation, divorce, and 
having a parent move away factors, F(1, 630) = 0.26, p=0.61, h2=<.001.  The statistically 
significant two-way interaction effects between the divorce and relocation terms and the divorce 
and having a parent move away factors, which were previously examined in the primary and 
secondary analyses, were still significant even after controlling for gender, age, levels of conflict 
within families of origin, histories of childhood physical, sexual, and emotional abuse, and 
histories of witnessing domestic violence within families of origin. To note, there was no 
significant interaction between age, which was recoded into a six-level categorical variable 
broken down by 10-year periods, gender, and any of the above combination of factors.  
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The eight possible combinations were again examined in a three-way ANOVA that 
utilized the PersonalityDysfunctionScore factor from the PCA as the primary dependent variable. 
The main effect of divorce was statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 10.5, p<.001, h2=0.016, the 
main effect of relocation was not statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 0.012, p=.91, h2=<.001, 
and the main effect of having a parent move away was statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 62.7, 
p<.001, h2=0.091.There were three statistically significant interaction effects. The interaction 
between the divorce and the relocation factors was statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 6.14, 
p<.05, h2=0.01. The interaction between divorce and having a parent move away was statistically 
significant, F(1, 630) = 28.0, p<.001, h2=0.043. The two-way interaction between relocation and 
having a parent move away was also statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 4.58, p<.05, h2=0.007. 
The three-way interaction between the relocation, divorce, and having a parent move away 
factors was not statistically significant, F(1, 630) = 1.19, p=.28, h2=<.001. The statistically 
significant two-way interaction effects between the divorce and relocation terms and the divorce 
and having a parent move away factors, which were previously examined in the primary and 
secondary analyses, were still significant even after controlling for gender, age, and levels of 
conflict within families of origin, There was no significant interaction between age, gender and 
any of the combination of fixed factors. The interaction between relocation and having a parent 
move away was no longer significant after entering the covariate variables of witnessing 
domestic violence in families of origin and of having histories of childhood physical and sexual 
abuse.  
5. Discussion 
This is the first empirical study to examine the effects of post-divorce relocation across 
the adult life span and to compare adults who relocated during their childhoods within divorced 
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families to adults who relocated during their childhoods within intact families. The purpose of 
this study was to determine if there are long-term behavioral and health-related problems 
associated with a post-divorce relocation during one’s childhood. To establish a connection 
between post-divorce relocation and negative psychological and health-related outcomes, the 
data would need to demonstrate that study participants who experienced a post-divorce 
relocation experienced more behavioral health problems across the adult life span when 
compared to participants who never relocated within the context of divorce throughout their 
childhood. Additionally, the data would also need to demonstrate that study participants who 
experienced a post-divorce relocation had more negative psychological and health-related 
outcomes than study participants who relocated in the context of an intact family during their 
childhood; this comparative difference would show that relocation within the context of divorce 
may be experienced differently than a relocation within an intact family during childhood. 
Results substantiated both of these contentions.  
First, adults who had experienced a post-divorce relocation during their childhoods were 
significantly more likely to report a history of self-harming behaviors, to currently be taking a 
prescription psychotropic medication for a mental health problem, to feel significantly less 
connected to their mothers and fathers, and to score significantly higher on measures of somatic 
and dissociative symptoms than adults who never relocated during their childhoods in the 
context of divorced families. Additionally, adults who had relocated in the context of divorce 
reported having significantly less contact with their partial custodial parent if one parent had 
primary physical custody than adults who never relocated in the context of divorce. Adult 
children who relocated post-divorce were also significantly more likely to have experienced 
childhood histories of physical and emotional abuse and to have witnessed domestic violence in 
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their childhood households. Interestingly, these two comparison groups did not differ with regard 
to reported levels of conflict in their childhood households despite the significantly higher 
incidence of abuse and violence that occurred within the families of the adults who had relocated 
post-divorce. These groups did not significantly differ on measures of health-related outcomes 
and personality dysfunction.  These results suggest that relocating within the context of divorce 
during childhood may negatively impact the long-term psychological health of the relocated 
children.  
Second, based upon the results of the independent sample t-tests and Chi-square tests 
carried out to compare behavioral and health related outcomes of participants who relocated 
within the context of divorce and those who relocated within the context of an intact family, it 
can be concluded that relocating within the context of divorce is associated with a preponderance 
of more negative outcome variables. These more negative outcome measures, in addition to 
increased levels of familial conflict, abuse, and violence experienced within the divorced 
families where relocation took place, suggest that relocation within the context of a divorce may 
be experienced differently than within an intact family. Adult children who relocated within the 
context of divorce scored significantly higher on 9 of the 13 DSM-5 Level 1 Cross-Cutting 
Symptom measures, on multiple domains of personality dysfunction, and had a lower mental 
health composite score on the SF-12 than adult children who relocated within an intact family. 
Additionally, participants who relocated within an intact family reported feeling significantly 
more connected to both their mothers and fathers than participants who relocated within the 
context of divorce. Participants who relocated within the context of a divorced family were 
significantly more likely to be taking a prescription psychotropic medication for a mental health 
problem, to have an arrest history, to report having a history of self-harming behaviors, and to 
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have a history of suicide attempts when compared to participants who relocated as a child within 
an intact family. These results strongly suggest that childhood relocation in the context of an 
intact family may be a uniquely different childhood relocation experience than within a divorced 
family.  
Results from the multiple secondary analyses add further complexity to the above 
primary analyses. Results suggest that relocating with a mother versus with a father in the 
context of divorce has no impact on future psychological and health-related outcomes. 
Participants who relocated in the context of divorce versus participants who had a parent relocate 
away from them as children in the context of divorce had significantly worse behavioral health 
outcomes, such as a greater likelihood to have an arrest history and a history of suicide attempts, 
a greater likelihood to be taking a prescription psychotropic medication for a mental health 
problem, higher scores on symptoms of psychoticism and dissociation, and less connectedness 
with mothers during adulthood. Again, relocating within the context of divorce is associated with 
worse behavioral health outcomes than experiencing a parent move away within the context of 
divorce; these results suggest that post-divorce relocation may significantly contribute to 
undesirable psychological outcomes above and beyond the effects of separating from a parent 
during childhood.  
Interestingly, relocating with both parents in the context of divorce is associated with 
more negative behavioral health outcomes than relocating with one parent, causing a geographic 
separation with the partial custodial parent. Relocating with both parents versus relocating with 
one parent in the context of divorce more negatively impacted psychological outcomes, 
specifically leading to higher scores on measures of psychosis, personality functioning, and 
antagonism. When relocating with both parents, data showed that it was often the case that one 
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parent desired to move and the other parent moved to be closer to his/her children. Results 
reflected this dynamic in showing that the level of opposition to the relocation was significantly 
greater for both the child and the parent who did not initiate the relocation when children 
relocated with both parents, as opposed to when children relocated with just one parent. In 
situations when both parents moved during the relocation, the physical custody arrangement was 
more likely to be shared, whereas in the cases where the child relocated away from a parent, the 
mother more often had primary physical custody. Although the level of familial conflict did not 
differ between these two groups, it could be that the greater opposition to the move created more 
resentment and discord within the divorced families where the child relocated with both parents 
to the same geographic location.  
To further explore the effects of separating from a parent more generally, two exploratory 
analyses were conducted to compare parent-child separations in divorced and intact families. 
Study participants who moved away from a parent within the context of divorce were compared 
to study participants who relocated away from a parent within the context of an intact family. No 
significant differences were found between these two groups with regard to psychological and 
health-related outcomes. In contract to the previous comparison, adult children who experienced 
a parent move away within an intact family did significantly worse on the majority of 
psychological and health-related outcome measures in this study versus adult children who 
experienced a parent move away within the context of divorce. The level of conflict and 
objection to the move was significantly higher in the intact families, which could have 
contributed to the more negative behavioral health outcomes.  
Examining the potential effects of covariates on the statistically significant findings of the 
primary analyses revealed that the interactions between the divorce and relocation variables and 
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the divorce and having a parent move away variables were robust and statistically significant 
even after controlling for gender, age, histories of abuse and domestic violence, and levels of 
familial conflict, for both the PsychologicalSymptoms and the PersonalityDysfunction factors. 
There was no significant interaction between age and any of the primary dichotomous study 
variables. Contrary to the previous findings in the Braver et al. (2003) study, there was no 
statistically significant interaction between gender and the primary factors that were examined.  
Finally, an important psycho-legal question that was addressed in this study was to assess 
if there were any long-term negative psychological and health-related outcomes on children 
associated with legally denying a parent to relocate within the context of divorce. Adult children 
who came from families where one or both parents were legally denied permission to relocate 
scored significantly worse on a profound number of psychological and health-related variables 
than adult children who came from families where a parent was not legally denied permission to 
relocate. With regard to contextual and background variables, adult children who came from 
families where a parent was legally denied permission to relocate had a significantly higher 
likelihood of relocating and having a parent move away anyway. Additionally, these adult 
children were more likely to have experienced childhood physical, sexual, and verbal abuse and 
to have witnessed domestic violence in their childhood home, Interestingly, the levels of familial 
conflict did not differ between these comparison groups. Adult children who came from 
households where a parent was denied permission to relocate were more likely to have fathers 
that were their primary physical custodial parent and were more likely to have fathers with a 
higher education level. They also reported having a significantly greater connection with their 
fathers throughout adulthood than adult children who did not have a parent be denied permission 
to relocate. On all levels of personality dysfunction as measured by the DSM-5 PID-5-BF, adult 
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children who had a parent that was denied permission to relocate scored significantly worse than 
their “not denied” comparison group; these adult children who had a parent who was denied 
permission to relocate also scored significantly worse on the Physical Health Composite Score of 
the SF-12 and on 11 out of the 13 psychological symptoms measures on the DSM-5 Level 1 
Cross-Cutting symptom questionnaire than adult children who did not have a parent that was 
denied permission to relocate. Many contextual factors may contribute to the more negative 
outcomes of the adult children who witnessed a parent be denied permission to relocate during 
their childhoods, such as higher incidences of childhood abuse and familial domestic violence. 
However, these results strongly suggest that legally denying a parent the right to relocate may 
contribute to significant long-term negative psychological and health-related outcomes of the 
children who witness this difficult legal process.  
5.1 Limitations and Future Directions  
Due to the limited research in this area, this study strived to be as inclusive as possible to 
capture a large spread of contextual, background, and behavioral health outcome variables. This 
high level of inclusivity created space and intention for a large number of analyses to be 
conducted, thus increasing the risk for Type 1 errors, which could be a potential study limitation. 
However, because the statistical plan was designed pre-hoc, with specific research questions and 
delineated hypotheses, post-hoc corrections for potential Type 1 errors were not necessary to 
implement in this study and may have increased the risk of Type 2 errors. Although this study 
aimed to enhance the result’s external validity by recruiting adults from an online forum that has 
shown initial promise in recruiting representative samples from the general U.S. population, the 
results should be interpreted with caution because the participants who chose to be paid to take 
the study survey may have been biased in some salient manner. Moreover, the ethnic and racial 
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make-up of this sample differed from the ethnic and racial composition of the general US 
population (United States Census Bureau, 2015). Therefore, replicating this study utilizing other 
participant recruitment methods is crucial to better interpret the study results. Another limitation 
could be that conducting multiple pairwise comparisons for the primary and secondary analyses 
may have left out other important results that may have been generated by using an omnibus 
factorial ANOVA as a starting point in the statistical design. Adults who grew up within intact 
families and who never experienced relocation or a separation from a parent were not included in 
the primary and secondary analyses of this study. Future studies could include this group within 
a more inclusive factorial design. Because the nature of this study was to address specific 
psycho-legal questions, the primary and secondary analyses only compared the pertinent 
comparison groups to directly and precisely address the proposed research questions and study 
objectives.  Finally, this study preliminarily explored the potential confounding variables of 
histories of abuse and familial domestic violence on the negative behavioral health outcomes that 
were found to be associated with post-divorce relocation. Many other adverse childhood life 
events and salient contextual factors could have also contributed to the variance of the effects 
found in this study. More research should be conducted to assess the impact of adverse childhood 
events, in addition to histories of abuse and witnessing familial domestic violence, in a more 
comprehensive manner, specifically exploring the interaction that these adverse events may have 
on the negative behavioral health outcomes associated with post-divorce relocation and 
separation from a parent in the context of divorce.  
5.2 Conclusions 
One of the most striking elements about this study was that even after controlling for 
histories of abuse, family conflict, and histories of familial domestic violence, the experience of 
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relocation post-divorce still seemed to drive more negative psychological outcomes when 
compared to the experience of not relocating in the context of divorce and to relocating within 
the context of an intact family. Overall, the results from the primary analyses suggest that post-
divorce relocation seems to be a unique experience within divorced families that is statistically 
significantly related to multiple negative behavioral health outcomes, including higher levels of 
psychiatric symptoms, personality dysfunction, and self-harming behaviors, in addition to having 
more distant relationships with both parents across the adult life span. The observed effects in 
this study did not vary with gender or wash out with age. Future research is necessary to replicate 
these findings and to examine protective factors that may lead to better behavioral and physical 
health-related outcomes in families that experience a post-divorce relocation.  
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Table 1 
Description of the Sample  
(N=701) 
       n    % 
Primary Comparison Groups 
 INR (Intact, Never Relocated)  168   24.0 
 IR (Intact, Relocated)   158   22.5 
 DNR (Divorced, Never Relocated)  160   22.8 
DR (Divorced, Relocated)   135   19.3 
DPR (Divorced, Parent Relocated)    80   11.4 
 
Primary Dichotomies  
 Parent Marital Status  
  Intact     326    46.5  
  Divorce               375   53.5 
 Relocation Status  
  Never Relocated             408   58.2 
  Relocated    293   41.8 
 Parent Move-away Status 
  Parent Never Moved   507   72.3 
  Parent Moved     194   27.7 
Race and Ethnicity  
 White       337   48.1 
 Black/African American     48     6.8 
 Asian      196   28.0 
 American Indian or Alaskan Native    79     11.3    
 Hispanic/Latino         24     3.4 
 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander       5     0.7      
 Unknown        12     1.7 
Gender 
 Female     338   48.2 
 Male      363   51.8    
Reason for Relocation (n=370) 
 New job opportunity    164   44.3  
 Closer to family      85   23.0     
 New relationship      60   16.2    
 Closer to friends      28     7.6  
 Educational opportunities for child    33     8.9     
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Table 2 
Results from Primary Analysis 1: 
Differences between Adult Children who Relocated (DR, n=118) Versus Adult Children who did not Relocate (DNR, 
n=151) in the Context of Divorce 
 
 DR DNR       
Primary Outcome Variables  Mean 
(SD)  
Mean 
(SD)  
t χ2 df Cohen’s 
d  
φ Effect Size 
Arrest History    2.61 1 
(295) 
 -0.094 Small 
Crime Conviction     .05 1 
(295) 
 0.013 Small 
Currently experiencing domestic 
violence 
   .198 1 
(295) 
 0.026 Small 
Currently taking prescription 
psychotropic medication for 
mental health problem(s) 
   4.27 * a 1 
(295) 
 -0.12 *  Small 
History of self-harming 
behaviors  
   6.84 ** a 1 
(295) 
 -0.15 
** 
Small  
History of suicide attempt(s)     1.95 1 
(295) 
 -0.081 Small 
Current connection with mother
  
4.26 
(1.97)  
5.05 
(1.60)  
3.80**  293 -0.45  Medium 
Current connection with father 3.45 
(1.80)  
4.08 
(1.78)  
3.01*  293 -0.35  Small 
Depression  2.05 
(1.19) 
1.88 
(1.33) 
-1.09  267 -0.13  Small 
Anger 1.75 
(1.12) 
1.51 
(1.06) 
-1.77  267 -0.22  Small 
Mania 1.78 
(1.37) 
1.48 
(1.28) 
-1.87  267 -0.23  Small 
Anxiety  2.10 
(1.28) 
2.08 
(1.25) 
-.143  267 -0.02  Small 
Somatic Symptoms 1.92 
(1.35) 
1.57 
(1.30)  
-2.18*  267 0.27  Small  
Suicidal Ideation 1.29 
(1.29) 
1.02 
(1.31) 
-1.68  267 -0.21  Small 
Psychosis  1.36 
(1.41) 
1.07 
(1.33) 
-1.78  267 -0.22  Small 
Sleep Problems 1.86 
(1.21) 
1.58 
(1.24) 
-1.81  267 -0.22  Small 
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Memory 1.36 
(1.23) 
1.07 
(1.20) 
-1.90  267 -0.23  Small 
Repetitive Thoughts and 
Behaviors  
1.58 
(1.25) 
1.38 
(1.36) 
-1.19  267 -0.15  Small 
Dissociation 1.42 
(1.28) 
1.08 
(1.25) 
-2.21*  267 -0.27  Small 
Personality Functioning  1.92 
(1.32) 
1.79 
(1.39) 
-.812  267 -0.10  Small 
Substance Use 1.82 
(1.52) 
1.86 
(1.49) 
.211  267 0.026  Small 
PID Detachment Score 
(Average)  
1.22 
(.79) 
1.14 
(.83) 
-.81  267 -0.10  Small 
PID Negative Affect Score 
(Average)  
1.30 
(.81) 
1.18 
(.79) 
-1.23  267 -0.15  Small 
PID Antagonism Score 
(Average)  
.92 
(.82) 
.83 
(.80) 
-.94  267 -0.12  Small 
PID Disinhibition Score 
(Average)  
1.03 
(.81) 
.89 
(.81) 
-1.37  267 -0.17  Small 
PID Pyschoticism Score 
(Average)  
1.11 
(.83) 
.97 
(.84) 
-1.40  267 -0.17  Small 
Overall PID Score (Average)  1.12 
(.71) 
1.00 
(.72) 
-1.31  267 -0.16  Small 
PCS (SF-12) Score 48.73 
(8.45) 
49.45 
(8.65) 
.685  267 0.084  Small 
MCS (SF-12) Score  41.6 
(9.10) 
43.1 
(10.2) 
1.23  267 0.15  Small 
SWLS Aggregate Score  20.9 
(7.54) 
21.0 
(7.65) 
.134  267 0.017  Small 
Notes: *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. ****p<.0001. a DR significantly greater likelihood than DNR. b DNR 
significantly greater likelihood than DR.  
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Table 3 
Results from Primary Analysis 2: 
Differences between Adult Children who Relocated within Intact Families (IR, n=132) Versus Adult Children who 
Relocated within Divorced Families (DR, n=118) 
 
 IR DR       
Primary Outcome Variables  Mean 
(SD)  
Mean 
(SD)  
t χ2 df Cohen’
s d  
Phi 
Coefficient 
Effect 
Size 
Arrest History    3.97*b 1 (293)  0.12* Small 
Crime Conviction     1.078 1 (293)  0.061 Small  
Currently experiencing 
domestic violence 
   .238 1( 293)  0.029  Small 
Currently taking prescription 
psychotropic medication for 
mental health problem(s) 
   6.44 *b 1 (293)  0.15*  Small 
History of self-harming 
behaviors  
   4.54*b 1 (293)  0.12 * Small  
History of suicide attempt(s)     8.89**b 1(293)  0.17** Small 
Current connection with 
mother  
 5.46 
(1.65) 
4.26 
(1.97)  
5.69 
*** 
 291 0.66  Medium 
Current connection with 
father 
5.16 
(1.63)  
3.45 
(1.80)  
8.52***  291 1.00  Large 
Depression 1.75 
(1.28) 
2.05 
(1.19) 
-1.92  248 0.24  Small 
Anger 1.52 
(1.22) 
1.75 
(1.12) 
-1.55  248 0.20  Small  
Mania 1.55 
(1.34) 
1.78 
(1.37) 
-1.37  248 0.17  Small 
Anxiety  1.85 
(1.29) 
2.10 
(1.28) 
-1.56  248 0.20  Small 
Somatic Symptoms 1.48 
(1.39) 
1.92 
(1.35)   
-2.58*  248 0.32  Small  
Suicidal Ideation  0.86 
(1.29) 
1.27 
(1.29) 
-2.67**  248 0.34  Small 
Psychosis  .92 
(1.36)  
1.36 
(1.41)  
-2.51*  248 0.32  Small 
Sleep Problems 1.36 1.86 -3.01**  248 0.38  Small 
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(1.38) (1.21) 
Memory 0.96 
(1.20) 
1.36 
(1.23) 
-2.56*  248 0.33  Small  
Repetitive Thoughts and 
Behaviors 
1.12 
(1.28) 
1.58 
(1.25) 
-2.84**  248 0.36  Small 
Dissociation  0.86 
(1.18) 
1.42 
(1.28) 
-
3.59**** 
 248 0.46  Medium 
Personality Functioning  1.41 
(1.32)  
1.92 
(1.32)  
-3.08**  248 0.39  Small 
Substance Use 1.27 
(1.55) 
1.82 
(1.52) 
-2.86**  248 0.36  Small  
PID Detachment Score 
(Average)  
1.06 
(.82) 
1.22 
(.79) 
-1.63  248 0.21  Small 
PID Negative Affect Score 
(Average)  
1.04 
(.78) 
2.10 
(1.28) 
-2.61**  248 0.33  Small 
PID Antagonism Score 
(Average)  
.74 
(.79) 
.92 
(.82) 
-1.83  248 0.23  Small 
PID Disinhibition Score 
(Average)  
.78 
(.79) 
1.03 
(.81) 
-2.43*  248 0.31  Small  
PID Pyschoticism Score 
(Average)  
.81 
(.82) 
1.11 
(.83) 
-2.92**  248 0.36  Small 
Overall PID Score (Average)  .89 
(.71) 
1.12 
(.71) 
-2.60**  248 0.32  Small 
PCS (SF-12) Score 48.8 
(8.63) 
48.7 
(8.45) 
.102  248 0.013  Small 
MCS (SF-12) Score  45.16 
(10.38
) 
41.60 
(9.10) 
2.87**  248 0.36  Small 
SWLS Aggregate Score  21.8 
(7.26) 
20.9 
(7.54)  
.935  248 0.12  Small 
Notes: *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. ****p<.0001. a IR significantly greater likelihood than DR. b DR significantly 
greater likelihood than IR.  
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Table 4 
Results from Secondary Analysis 1: 
Differences between Adult Children who had a Parent who was Legally Denied Permission for Relocation (Denied, 
n=95) Versus Adult Children who did not have a Parent who was Legally Denied Permission for Relocation 
(NotDenied, n=272) in the Context of Divorce 
 
 Denied NotDenied       
Primary Outcome Variables  Mean 
(SD)  
Mean (SD)  t χ2 df Cohen’s 
d 
φ Effect 
Size 
Arrest History    9.47**a 1 (367)  0.161
** 
Small 
Crime Conviction     2.50 1 (367)  0.083 Small 
Currently experiencing 
domestic violence 
   42.41***
a 
1 (367)  0.34*
** 
Small 
Currently taking prescription 
psychotropic medication for 
mental health problem(s) 
   17.87***
a 
1 (367)  0.22*
**  
Small 
History of self-harming 
behaviors  
   4.80*a 1 (367)  0.11* Small  
History of suicide attempt(s)     4.95*a 1(367)  0.12* Small  
Current connection with 
mother  
4.47 
(1.84)  
4.81 (1.84)  -1.53  365 0.16  Small 
Current connection with father 4.19 
(1.76)  
3.66 (1.86)  2.43*  365 0.25  Small 
Depression 2.31 
(.99) 
1.81 (1.34) 3.76****  197 0.54  Medium 
Anger 1.94 
(1.01) 
1.49 (1.14) 3.49**  163 0.55  Medium 
Mania 2.22 
(1.14) 
1.34 (1.31)  5.95****  166 0.92  Large 
Anxiety  2.50 
(.97) 
1.93 (1.35) 4.25****  204 0.60  Medium 
Somatic Symptoms 2.07 
(1.04) 
1.56 (1.43) 3.56****  199 0.50  Medium 
Suicidal Ideation  1.91 
(1.27) 
0.86 (1.23) 6.76****  342 0.73  Medium 
Psychosis  2.02 
(1.36) 
.87 (1.26) 7.18**  342 0.78  Large 
Sleep Problems 1.98 
(1.27) 
1.55 
(1.30) 
3.04**  175 0.46  Medium 
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Memory  1.74 
(1.18) 
0.96 
(1.19) 
5.30***
* 
 342 0.57  Medium 
Repetitive Thoughts and 
Behaviors  
2.15 
(1.17) 
1.22 
(1.35) 
6.13***
* 
 164 0.96  Large 
Dissociation  1.69 
(1.14) 
1.09 
(1.30) 
3.80***
* 
 342 0.41  Medium 
Personality Functioning  2.19 
(1.06) 
1.68 
(1.42)  
3.52***  195 0.50  Medium 
Substance Use 2.31 
(1.25) 
1.69 
(1.58)  
3.76***
* 
 180 0.56  Medium 
PID Detachment Score 
(Average)  
1.49 
(.69) 
1.053 
(.83) 
4.83***
* 
 173 0.73  Medium 
PID Negative Affect Score 
(Average)  
1.67 
(.702) 
1.08 (.78) 6.56***
* 
 161 1.03  Large 
PID Antagonism Score 
(Average)  
1.44 
(.75) 
.68 (.73) 8.42***
* 
 342 0.91  Large 
PID Disinhibition Score 
(Average)  
1.46 
(.77) 
0.74 (.73) 7.78***
* 
 342 0.84  Large 
PID Pyschoticism Score 
(Average)  
1.50 
(.71) 
0.83 
(.804) 
7.28***
* 
 163 1.22  Large 
Overall PID Score 
(Average)  
1.51 
(.65) 
.88 (.66)  7.78***
* 
 342 0.84  Large 
PCS (SF-12) Score 46.19 
(6.81) 
50.44 
(8.82) 
-
4.64***
* 
 187 0.68  Medium 
MCS (SF-12) Score  41.86 
(5.97) 
42.86 
(10.76) 
-1.075  266 0.13  Small 
SWLS Aggregate Score  23.06 
(5.86) 
20.09 
(8.12)  
3.68***
* 
 202 0.52  Medium 
Notes: *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. ****p<.0001. aDenied significantly greater likelihood than NotDenied. 
 b NotDenied significantly greater likelihood than Denied.  
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Table 5 
Results from Exploratory Analysis 2: 
Differences between Adult Children who had a Parent who Relocated Away from Them in the Context of Divorce 
(Divorceaway, n=133) Versus Adult Children who had a Parent who Relocated Away from Them in the Context of an 
Intact Family (Intactaway, n=60 )  
 
 Intactaway Divorc
eaway 
      
Primary Outcome 
Variables  
Mean 
(SD)  
Mean 
(SD)  
t χ2 df Cohen’
s  d  
φ Effect 
Size 
Arrest History    0.41 1(195)  0.046 Small 
Crime Conviction     3.33 1(195)  0.13 Small 
Currently experiencing 
domestic violence 
   18.1****a 1 (195)  0.31**** Small 
Currently taking 
prescription psychotropic 
medication for mental 
health problem(s) 
   11.4****a 1 (195)  0.24****  Small 
History of self-harming 
behaviors  
   .65 1(195)  0.058 Small 
History of suicide 
attempt(s)  
   0.18 1(195)  0.030 Small 
Current connection with 
mother  
5.12 
(1.58)  
4.47 
(1.99) 
2.23*  193 0.35  Small 
Current connection with 
father 
4.87 
(1.62) 
3.74 
(1.98) 
3.87****  193 0.60  Medium 
Depression 2.54 
(1.03) 
2.02 
(1.22) 
2.65**  174 0.29  Small 
Anger 2.40 
(1.13) 
1.70 
(1.20) 
-3.51***  174 0.53  Medium 
Mania 2.67 
(0.95) 
1.70 
(1.41) 
4.38****  174 0.76  Medium 
Anxiety  2.88 
(1.02)  
2.13 
(1.32) 
3.52***  174 0.61  Medium 
Somatic Symptoms  2.67 
(1.14) 
1.78 
(1.44) 
3.84****  174 0.66  Medium 
Suicidal Ideation  1.98 1.27 -3.27**  90 0.69  Medium 
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(1.26) (1.35) 
Psychosis  2.54 
(1.22) 
1.31 
(1.47) 
5.15****  174 0.88  Large 
Sleep Problems  2.38 
(1.08) 
1.63 
(1.31) 
-
3.81**** 
 101 0.76  Large 
Memory Problems 2.42 
(0.99) 
1.25 
(1.32) 
-
6.34**** 
 113 1.19  Large 
Repetitive Thoughts and 
Behaviors  
2.65 
(1.04) 
1.59 
(1.37) 
4.85****  174 0.83  Large 
Dissociation  2.25 
(1.25) 
1.42 
(1.31) 
-3.79  174 0.57  Medium  
Personality Functioning  2.38 
(0.96) 
1.88 
(1.33) 
2.38*  174 0.41  Medium 
Substance Use 2.50 
(1.26) 
1.95 
(1.51) 
2.26  174 0.38  Small 
PID Detachment Score 
(Average)  
1.74 
(0.68) 
1.25 
(0.79) 
3.63  174 0.65  Medium 
PID Negative Affect 
Score (Average)  
1.80 
(0.61) 
1.33 
(0.92) 
4.14****  113 0.78  Large 
PID Antagonism Score 
(Average)  
1.66 
(0.63) 
1.00 
(0.84) 
4.94****  174 0.85  Large 
PID Disinhibition Score 
(Average)  
1.65 
(0.64) 
0.97 
(0.79) 
5.36****  174 0.91  Large 
PID Pyschoticism Score 
(Average)  
1.67 
(0.67) 
1.06 
(0.84) 
4.49****  174 0.77  Large 
Overall PID Score 
(Average)  
1.70 
(0.56) 
1.12 
(0.71) 
5.07****  174 0.87  Large 
PCS (SF-12) Score 44.6 
(5.86) 
48.8 
(8.71) 
-3.09**  174 0.53  Medium 
MCS (SF-12) Score  40.5 
(6.39) 
42.4 
(9.25) 
-1.59  122 0.29  Small 
SWLS Aggregate Score  23.9 
(6.05) 
21.0 
(7.80) 
2.32*  174 0.40  Medium 
Notes: *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. ****p<.0001. a Divorceaway significantly greater likelihood than Intactaway. 
 b Intactaway significantly greater likelihood than Divorceaway.  
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Figure 1. 
Comparison Groups and Survey Distribution Schedule 
Distributed Surveys Adults Children from 
Divorced Families  
Adult Children from Intact 
Families  
 DR DNR DPR IR INR 
Demographics 
Questionnaire  
X X X X X 
Intact Family 
Questionnaire 
   X X 
Intact Family 
Parent-Moved-
Away 
Questionnaire 
   X X 
Intact Family 
Relocation 
Questionnaire  
   X  
Divorce 
Questionnaire 
X X X   
Post-Divorce 
Relocation (First, 
Only Move 
Questionnaire) 
X     
Post-Divorce X     
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Relocation (Farthest 
Move) 
Questionnaire 
Partial/Noncustodial 
Parent Relocation 
Questionnaire 
X  X   
DSM-5 Self-Rated 
Level 1 Cross-
Cutting Symptom 
Measure 
X X X X X 
PID-5-BF- Adult 
Measure  
X X X X X 
SF-12 Version 2 
Measure  
X X X X X 
SWLS Measure  X X X X X 
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Appendix A 
First	  Question	  
	  
Which	  situation	  best	  describes	  your	  childhood:	  
m I	  grew	  up	  in	  an	  intact	  family;	  my	  mother	  and	  father	  did	  not	  separate	  or	  get	  divorced	  prior	  to	  
my	  18th	  birthday.	  I	  never	  moved	  or	  only	  moved	  within	  the	  same	  local	  area	  during	  my	  
childhood.	  (1)	  
m I	  grew	  up	  in	  an	  intact	  family;	  my	  mother	  and	  father	  did	  not	  separate	  or	  get	  divorced	  prior	  to	  
my	  18th	  birthday.	  I	  relocated	  one	  or	  more	  times	  to	  different	  areas	  during	  my	  childhood.	  (2)	  
m My	  parents	  got	  divorced	  prior	  to	  my	  18th	  birthday.	  I	  never	  moved	  or	  only	  moved	  within	  the	  
same	  local	  area	  during	  my	  childhood.	  Both	  of	  my	  parents	  remained	  geographically	  close	  to	  
each	  other.	  (3)	  
m My	  parents	  got	  divorced	  prior	  to	  my	  18th	  birthday.	  I	  relocated	  one	  or	  more	  times	  to	  
different	  areas	  after	  their	  divorce	  during	  my	  childhood.	  (4)	  
m My	  parents	  got	  divorced	  prior	  to	  my	  18th	  birthday.	  Although	  I	  never	  moved	  (or	  only	  moved	  
within	  the	  same	  local	  area)	  after	  their	  divorce,	  one	  of	  my	  parents	  relocated	  to	  a	  separate	  
area	  from	  me	  after	  their	  divorce.	  (5)	  
	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EFFECTS	  OF	  POST-­‐DIVORCE	  RELOCATION	  	   64	  
Appendix B 
Demographics Questionnaire  How	  old	  you	  are	  you	  currently	  (in	  years)?	  	  	  Are	  you:	  	  
m Male	  (1)	  
m Female	  (2)	  	  How	  would	  you	  report	  your	  race	  and	  ethnicity	  (check	  all	  that	  apply):	  	  
m Hispanic/Latino	  (1)	  
m White	  (2)	  
m Black	  or	  African	  American	  (3)	  
m American	  Indian	  or	  Alaskan	  Native	  (4)	  
m Asian	  (5)	  
m Native	  Hawaiian	  or	  other	  Pacific	  Islander	  (6)	  
m Unknown	  (7)	  	  What	  is	  your	  current	  marital	  status?	  
m Single	  (1)	  
m Married	  (2)	  
m Divorced	  (3)	  
m Widowed	  (4)	  
m Remarried	  (5)	  	  Do	  you	  have	  any	  children?	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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  current	  annual	  income?	  	  
m Less	  than	  $10,000	  (1)	  
m $10,000-­‐$14,999	  (2)	  
m $15,000-­‐$24,999	  (3)	  
m $25,000-­‐$34,999	  (4)	  
m $35,000-­‐$49,999	  (5)	  
m $50,000-­‐$74,999	  (6)	  
m $75,000-­‐$99,999	  (7)	  
m $100,000-­‐$149,999	  (8)	  
m $150,000-­‐$199,999	  (9)	  
m $200,000	  or	  more	  (10)	  	  What	  is	  your	  highest	  level	  of	  obtained	  education?	  	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  graduate	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  (2)	  
m Some	  college,	  associate's	  degree	  (3)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (4)	  
m Master's	  degree	  or	  higher	  (5)	  	  Have	  you	  ever	  been	  arrested	  as	  an	  adult?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  Have	  you	  ever	  been	  convicted	  of	  a	  crime	  as	  an	  adult?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  During	  your	  childhood,	  did	  you	  ever	  experience	  verbal	  or	  emotional	  abuse	  by	  a	  parent	  or	  close	  family	  member?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  During	  your	  childhood,	  did	  you	  ever	  experience	  physical	  abuse	  by	  a	  parent	  or	  close	  family	  member?	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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  your	  childhood,	  did	  you	  ever	  experience	  sexual	  abuse	  by	  a	  parent	  or	  close	  family	  member?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  Did	  you	  ever	  witness	  domestic	  violence	  in	  your	  family	  during	  your	  childhood?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  Are	  you	  currently	  in	  an	  intimate	  relationship	  in	  which	  you	  experience	  violence	  or	  abuse?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest,	  how	  connected	  do	  you	  feel	  (or	  did	  you	  feel	  if	  your	  mother	  is	  deceased)	  in	  your	  relationship	  with	  your	  mother?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest,	  how	  connected	  do	  you	  feel	  (or	  did	  you	  feel	  if	  your	  father	  is	  deceased)	  in	  your	  relationship	  with	  your	  father?	  	  	  Are	  you	  currently	  taking	  prescription	  psychotropic	  medications	  for	  mental	  health	  symptoms?	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  Have	  you	  ever	  engaged	  in	  self-­‐harming	  behaviors?	  (e.g.	  self-­‐mutilation,	  cutting,	  disordered	  eating,	  substance	  abuse)	  
m Yes	  (please	  specify)	  (1)	  ____________________	  
m No	  (2)	  
	  Have	  you	  made	  a	  suicide	  attempt?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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Appendix	  C	  
Intact	  Family	  Questionnaire	  	  
	  How	  would	  you	  classify	  your	  family's	  household	  income	  per	  year	  throughout	  your	  childhood?	  
m Less	  than	  $10,000	  (1)	  
m $10,000-­‐$14,999	  (2)	  
m $15,000-­‐$24,999	  (3)	  
m $25,000-­‐$34,999	  (4)	  
m $35,000-­‐$49,999	  (5)	  
m $50,000-­‐$74,999	  (6)	  
m $75,000-­‐$99,999	  (7)	  
m $100,000-­‐$149,999	  (8)	  
m $150,000-­‐$199,999	  (9)	  
m $200,000	  or	  more	  (10)	  	  What	  was	  the	  education	  level	  of	  your	  mother	  during	  your	  childhood?	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  graduate	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  (2)	  
m Some	  college,	  Associate's	  degree	  (3)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (4)	  
m Master's	  degree	  or	  higher	  (5)	  	  What	  was	  the	  education	  level	  of	  your	  father	  during	  your	  childhood?	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  graduate	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  (2)	  
m Some	  college,	  associate's	  degree	  (3)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (4)	  
m Master's	  degree	  or	  higher	  (5)	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest,	  how	  would	  you	  rate	  the	  perceived	  level	  of	  general	  conflict	  between	  your	  parents	  throughout	  your	  childhood?	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Appendix	  D	  
Intact	  Family	  Parent-­‐Moved-­‐Away	  Questionnaire	  
	  Did	  a	  parent	  ever	  move	  away	  from	  your	  family	  during	  your	  childhood?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  Which	  parent	  moved	  away	  from	  you	  and	  your	  family?	  	  
m Mother	  (1)	  
m Father	  (2)	  	  What	  was	  the	  reason	  for	  this	  relocation?	  (Choose	  all	  that	  apply)	  
q Job	  (1)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  family	  (2)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  friends	  (3)	  
q New	  relationship	  (4)	  
q Marital	  conflict	  (5)	  
q Other	  (Please	  specify	  reason	  below)	  (6)	  ____________________	  	  How	  long	  (in	  years)	  did	  this	  parent	  live	  in	  a	  different	  location	  than	  you?	  	  	  How	  old	  were	  you	  (in	  years)	  when	  this	  parent	  first	  moved	  away?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  you	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  	  How	  far	  from	  you	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)	  did	  this	  parent	  move?	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Appendix	  E	  
Intact	  Family	  Relocation	  Questionnaire	  	  	  How	  many	  times	  did	  you	  move	  throughout	  your	  childhood?	  	  	  What	  was	  your	  age	  (in	  years)	  during	  your	  first	  move?	  	  	  What	  was	  your	  age	  (in	  years)	  during	  your	  farthest	  move	  (If	  your	  farthest	  move	  was	  also	  your	  first	  move,	  state	  the	  same	  age	  as	  in	  the	  previous	  question)?	  	  	  What	  was	  the	  reason	  for	  this	  farthest	  relocation?	  (Choose	  all	  that	  apply)	  
q Job	  (1)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  family	  (2)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  friends	  (3)	  
q Education	  opportunities	  (4)	  
q Financial	  problems	  (5)	  
q Other	  (Please	  specify	  reason	  below)	  (6)	  ____________________	  	  Approximately,	  how	  far	  was	  this	  farthest	  move	  from	  your	  previous	  household	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  you	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  	  With	  whom	  did	  you	  move	  during	  this	  relocation?	  	  
m Both	  parents	  (1)	  
m Mom	  (2)	  
m Dad	  (3)	  	  If	  you	  moved	  with	  just	  one	  parent,	  how	  long	  (in	  months)	  were	  you	  separated	  from	  the	  other	  parent?	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Appendix	  F	  
Divorce	  Questionnaire	  	  
	  At	  what	  age	  did	  your	  parents	  get	  divorced?	  	  	  How	  would	  you	  classify	  your	  family's	  household	  income	  per	  year,	  pre-­‐divorce?	  
m Less	  than	  $10,000	  (1)	  
m $10,000-­‐$14,999	  (2)	  
m $15,000-­‐$24,999	  (3)	  
m $25,000-­‐$34,999	  (4)	  
m $35,000-­‐$49,999	  (5)	  
m $50,000-­‐$74,999	  (6)	  
m $75,000-­‐$99,999	  (7)	  
m $100,000-­‐$149,999	  (8)	  
m $150,000-­‐$199,999	  (9)	  
m $200,000	  or	  more	  (10)	  	  How	  would	  you	  classify	  your	  family's	  household	  income	  per	  year,	  post-­‐divorce?	  
m Less	  than	  $10,000	  (1)	  
m $10,000-­‐$14,999	  (2)	  
m $15,000-­‐$24,999	  (3)	  
m $25,000-­‐$34,999	  (4)	  
m $35,000-­‐$49,999	  (5)	  
m $50,000-­‐$74,999	  (6)	  
m $75,000-­‐$99,999	  (7)	  
m $100,000-­‐$149,999	  (8)	  
m $150,000-­‐$199,999	  (9)	  
m $200,000	  or	  more	  (10)	  	  What	  was	  the	  education	  level	  of	  your	  mother	  during	  your	  childhood?	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  graduate	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  (2)	  
m Some	  college,	  associate's	  degree	  (3)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (4)	  
m Master's	  degree	  or	  higher	  (5)	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  What	  was	  the	  education	  level	  of	  your	  father	  during	  your	  childhood?	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  graduate	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  (2)	  
m Some	  college,	  associate's	  degree	  (3)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (4)	  
m Master's	  degree	  or	  higher	  (5)	  	  Which	  situation	  best	  describes	  the	  physical	  custody	  arrangement	  during	  your	  childhood?	  	  
m Mother	  had	  primary	  physical	  custody	  (1)	  
m Father	  had	  primary	  physical	  custody	  (2)	  
m Mother	  and	  father	  had	  equally	  shared	  physical	  custody	  (3)	  	  If	  one	  parent	  had	  primary	  physical	  custody,	  did	  you	  have	  frequent	  contact	  with	  the	  partial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  conflict,	  how	  would	  you	  rate	  the	  level	  of	  conflict	  between	  both	  parents	  during	  your	  childhood	  BEFORE	  the	  divorce?	  	  
	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  conflict,	  how	  would	  you	  rate	  the	  level	  of	  conflict	  between	  both	  parents	  during	  your	  childhood	  DURING	  the	  divorce	  process?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  conflict,	  how	  would	  you	  rate	  the	  level	  of	  conflict	  between	  both	  parents	  during	  your	  childhood	  AFTER	  the	  divorce?	  	  	  Did	  one	  or	  both	  of	  your	  parents	  ever	  attempt	  to	  relocate	  post-­‐divorce,	  yet	  were	  denied	  permission	  to	  relocate?	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
	  If	  yes,	  who	  was	  denied	  permission	  to	  relocate?	  	  
m Mom	  (1)	  
m Dad	  (2)	  
m Both	  (3)	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Appendix	  G	  
Post-­‐Divorce	  Relocation	  Questionnaire	  (First	  and	  Only	  Move)	  	  How	  many	  times	  did	  you	  move	  post-­‐divorce	  during	  your	  childhood	  (until	  the	  age	  of	  18)?	  	  	  Before	  your	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  whom	  would	  you	  consider	  your	  primary	  custodial	  parent,	  or	  the	  parent	  who	  had	  custody	  of	  you	  at	  least	  60%	  of	  the	  time?	  	  	  	  
m Mom	  (1)	  
m Dad	  (2)	  
m Not	  applicable;	  my	  parents	  had	  equally	  shared	  physical	  custody	  (3)	  	  After	  your	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  whom	  would	  you	  consider	  your	  primary	  custodial	  parent,	  or	  the	  parent	  who	  had	  custody	  of	  you	  at	  least	  60%	  of	  the	  time?	  
m Mom	  (1)	  
m Dad	  (2)	  
m Not	  applicable,	  my	  parents	  had	  equally	  shared	  physical	  custody	  (3)	  	  Before	  your	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  how	  much	  contact	  did	  you	  have	  with	  the	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  in	  days/month?	  	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  After	  your	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  how	  much	  contact	  did	  you	  have	  with	  the	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  in	  days/month?	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  	  With	  which	  parent	  did	  you	  move	  during	  this	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  post-­‐divorce?	  	  
m Both	  parents;	  I	  moved	  with	  both	  parents	  to	  a	  new	  location	  and	  they	  continued	  to	  have	  
equally	  shared	  custody	  (1)	  
m Mom	  (2)	  
m Dad	  (3)	  	  What	  was	  the	  reason	  for	  this	  relocation?	  (Choose	  all	  that	  apply)	  
q Job	  (1)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  family	  (2)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  friends	  (3)	  
q New	  relationship	  (4)	  
q Child's	  education	  (5)	  
q Other	  (Please	  specify	  reason	  below)	  (6)	  ____________________	  	  What	  was	  your	  age	  (in	  years)	  during	  this	  first	  (or	  only)	  move?	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  Approximately,	  how	  far	  was	  this	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  from	  your	  previous	  household	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)?	  	  	  Approximately,	  how	  far	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)	  did	  you	  live	  from	  your	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  after	  this	  first	  (or	  only)	  move?	  	  	  Did	  your	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  also	  move	  to	  be	  closer	  to	  your	  new	  location?	  	  	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  your	  partial	  or	  noncustodial/non-­‐moving	  parent	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  you	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  
	  Was	  this	  first	  (or	  only)	  move	  also	  the	  farthest	  move	  that	  you	  experienced	  post-­‐divorce	  during	  your	  childhood?	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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Appendix	  H	  
Post-­‐Divorce	  Relocation	  Questionnaire	  (Farthest	  Move)	  
	  Before	  your	  farthest	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  whom	  would	  you	  consider	  your	  primary	  custodial	  parent,	  or	  the	  parent	  who	  had	  custody	  of	  you	  at	  least	  60%	  of	  the	  time?	  	  	  	  
m Mom	  (1)	  
m Dad	  (2)	  
m Not	  applicable;	  my	  parents	  had	  equally	  shared	  physical	  custody	  (3)	  	  After	  your	  farthest	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  whom	  would	  you	  consider	  your	  primary	  custodial	  parent,	  or	  the	  parent	  who	  had	  custody	  of	  you	  at	  least	  60%	  of	  the	  time?	  
m Mom	  (1)	  
m Dad	  (2)	  
m Not	  applicable,	  my	  parents	  had	  equally	  shared	  physical	  custody	  (3)	  	  Before	  your	  farthest	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  how	  much	  contact	  did	  you	  have	  with	  the	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  in	  days/month?	  	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  After	  your	  farthest	  move	  post-­‐divorce,	  how	  much	  contact	  did	  you	  have	  with	  the	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  in	  days/month?	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  	  With	  which	  parent	  did	  you	  move	  during	  this	  farthest	  move	  post-­‐divorce?	  	  
m Both	  parents;	  I	  moved	  with	  both	  parents	  to	  a	  new	  location	  and	  they	  continued	  to	  have	  
equally	  shared	  custody	  (1)	  
m Mom	  (2)	  
m Dad	  (3)	  	  What	  was	  the	  reason	  for	  this	  relocation?	  (Choose	  all	  that	  apply)	  
q Job	  (1)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  family	  (2)	  
q To	  be	  closer	  to	  friends	  (3)	  
q New	  relationship	  (4)	  
q Child's	  education	  (5)	  
q Other	  (Please	  specify	  reason	  below)	  (6)	  ____________________	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  Approximately,	  how	  far	  was	  this	  farthest	  move	  from	  your	  previous	  household	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)?	  	  	  Approximately	  how	  far	  was	  this	  farthest	  move	  from	  your	  partial	  custodial/noncustodial/or	  non-­‐moving	  parent	  (in	  hours	  by	  car)?	  	  	  Did	  your	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  also	  move	  to	  be	  closer	  to	  your	  new	  location?	  	  	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  your	  partial	  or	  noncustodial/non-­‐moving	  parent	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  
	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  you	  object	  to	  this	  move?	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Appendix	  I	  
Partial/Noncustodial	  Parent	  Move-­‐Away	  Questionnaire	  	  
	  At	  any	  point	  throughout	  your	  childhood,	  did	  your	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  move	  away	  from	  you?	  	  	  	  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
	  Was	  this	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  who	  moved	  your	  mother	  or	  your	  father?	  	  
m Mother	  (1)	  
m Father	  (2)	  	  How	  old	  were	  you	  (in	  years)	  when	  this	  partial	  custodial	  or	  noncustodial	  parent	  moved	  away	  from	  you?	  	  	  How	  many	  hours	  (by	  car)	  away	  from	  you	  did	  this	  parent	  move?	  	  	  What	  was	  your	  frequency	  of	  contact	  with	  this	  parent	  BEFORE	  the	  move?	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  	  	  What	  was	  your	  frequency	  of	  contact	  with	  this	  parent	  AFTER	  the	  move?	  (Please	  indicate	  the	  approximate	  number	  of	  days	  per	  month	  below)	  	  	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  your	  primary	  custodial	  parent	  (or	  non-­‐moving	  parent)	  object	  to	  this	  move?	  	  	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-­‐7,	  with	  7	  indicating	  an	  “extreme	  objection”	  and	  1	  indicating	  “no	  objection”,	  how	  much	  did	  you	  object	  to	  this	  move?	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Appendix	  J	  
DSM-­‐5	  Level	  1	  Cross-­‐Cutting	  Symptom	  Measure	  	  
	  
During	  the	  past	  2	  weeks,	  how	  much	  (or	  how	  often)	  have	  you	  been	  bothered	  by	  the	  following	  
problems:	  (Rated	  as	  “not	  as	  all,”	  “rare,	  less	  than	  a	  day	  or	  two,”	  “several	  days,”	  “more	  than	  half	  
the	  days,”	  or	  “nearly	  every	  day”)	  
1) Little	  interest	  of	  pleasure	  in	  doing	  things?	  	  
2) Feeling	  down,	  depressed,	  or	  hopeless?	  	  
3) Feeling	  more	  irritated,	  grouchy,	  or	  angry	  than	  usual?	  
4) Sleeping	  less	  than	  usual,	  but	  still	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  energy?	  	  
5) Starting	  lots	  more	  projects	  than	  usual	  or	  doing	  more	  risky	  things	  than	  usual?	  
6) Feeling	  nervous,	  anxious,	  frightened,	  worried,	  or	  on	  edge?	  
7) Feeling	  panic	  or	  being	  frightened?	  	  
8) Avoiding	  situations	  that	  make	  you	  anxious?	  
9) Unexplained	  aches	  and	  pains	  (e.g.	  head,	  back,	  joint,	  abdomen,	  legs)?	  
10) Feeling	  that	  your	  illnesses	  are	  not	  being	  taken	  seriously	  enough?	  	  
11) Thoughts	  of	  actually	  hurting	  yourself?	  
12) Hearing	  things	  other	  people	  couldn’t	  hear,	  such	  as	  voices,	  even	  when	  no	  one	  was	  
around?	  
13) Feeling	  that	  someone	  could	  hear	  your	  thoughts,	  or	  than	  you	  could	  hear	  what	  another	  
person	  was	  thinking?	  	  
14) Problems	  with	  sleep	  that	  affected	  your	  sleep	  quality	  over	  all?	  
15) Problems	  with	  memory	  (e.g.	  learning	  new	  information)	  or	  with	  location	  (e.g.	  finding	  
your	  way	  home)?	  
16) Unpleasant	  thoughts,	  urges,	  or	  images	  that	  repeatedly	  enter	  your	  mind?	  
17) Feeling	  driven	  to	  perform	  certain	  behaviors	  or	  mental	  acts	  over	  and	  over	  again?	  
18) Feeling	  detached	  or	  distant	  from	  yourself,	  your	  body,	  your	  physical	  surroundings,	  or	  
your	  memories	  	  
19) Not	  knowing	  who	  you	  really	  are	  or	  what	  you	  want	  out	  of	  life?	  
20) Not	  feeling	  close	  to	  other	  people	  or	  enjoying	  relationships	  with	  them?	  	  
21) Drinking	  at	  least	  4	  drinks	  of	  any	  kind	  of	  alcohol	  in	  a	  single	  day?	  
22) Smoking	  cigarettes,	  a	  cigar,	  a	  pipe,	  or	  using	  snuff	  of	  chewing	  tobacco?	  
23) Using	  any	  of	  the	  following	  medicines	  ON	  YOUR	  OWN,	  that	  is,	  without	  a	  doctor's	  
prescription,	  or	  in	  greater	  amounts	  or	  longer	  than	  prescribed	  (e.g.,	  painkillers	  (like	  
Vicodin),	  stimulants	  (like	  Ritalin	  or	  Adderall),	  sedatives	  or	  tranquilizers	  (like	  sleeping	  pills	  
of	  Valium),	  or	  drugs	  like	  marijuana,	  cocaine	  or	  crack,	  club	  drugs	  (like	  ecstasy),	  
hallucinogens	  (like	  LSD),	  heroin,	  inhalants	  or	  solvents	  (like	  glue),	  or	  methamphetamine	  
(like	  speed)?	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Appendix	  K	  
The	  Personality	  Inventory	  for	  DSM-­‐5-­‐Brief	  Form	  (PID-­‐5-­‐BF)-­‐Adult	  
	  This	  is	  a	  list	  of	  things	  different	  people	  might	  say	  about	  themselves.	  We	  are	  interested	  in	  how	  you	  would	  describe	  yourself.	  There	  are	  no	  right	  or	  wrong	  answers.	  We’d	  like	  you	  to	  take	  your	  time	  and	  read	  each	  statement	  carefully,	  selecting	  the	  response	  that	  best	  describes	  you	  
(The following items will be self-rated as “very false or often false,” “sometimes or 
somewhat false,” “sometimes or somewhat true,” or “very true or often true.”  
1) People would describe me as reckless. 
2) I feel like I act totally on impulse.  
3) Even though I know better, I can’t stop making rash decisions. 
4) I often feel like nothing I do really matters. 
5) Others see me as irresponsible.  
6) I’m not good at planning ahead. 
7) My thoughts often don’t make sense to others. 
8) I worry about almost everything. 
9) I get emotional easily, often for very little reason.  
10)  I fear being alone in life more than anything else. 
11) I get stuck on one way of doing things, even when it’s clear it won’t work out. 
12) I have seen things that weren’t really there. 
13) I steer clear of romantic relationships. 
14) I’m not interested in making friends.  
15) I get irritated easily by all sorts of things.  
16) I don’t like to get too close to people. 
17) It’s no big deal if I hurt other peoples’ feelings. 
18) I rarely get enthusiastic about anything. 
19) I crave attention. 
20) I often have to deal with people who are less important than me.  
21) I often have thoughts that make sense to me but that other people say are strange. 
22) I use people to get what I want.  
23) I often “zone out” and then suddenly come to realize that a lot of time has passed.  
24) Things around me of often feel unreal, or more real that usual.  
25) It is easy for me to take advantage of others.  
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Appendix L 
 
Short Form-12 Version 2 (SF-12-V2)  
 
1) In general, would you say your health is “excellent,” “very good,” “good,” “fair,” or 
“poor”?  
2) The following questions are about activities you might do during a typical day. Does 
your health limit you in these activities? If so, how much? 
a. Moderate activities, such as moving a table, pushing a vacuum cleaner, 
bowling, or playing golf? (“yes, limited a lot,” “yes, limited a little,” or no, not 
limited at all.”)  
b. Climbing several flights of steps? ((“yes, limited a lot,” “yes, limited a little,” 
or no, not limited at all.”)  
3) During the past 4 weeks, how much of the time have you had any of the following 
problems with your work or other regular daily activities as a result of your physical 
health?  
a. Accomplished less than you would like (“all of the time,” “most of the time” 
“some of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
b. Were limited in the kind of work or other activities (“all of the time,” “most of 
the time” “some of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
4) During the past 4 weeks, how much of the time have you had any of the following 
problems with your work or other regular daily activities as a result of any emotional 
problems (such as feeling depressed or anxious)? 
a. Accomplished less than you would like (“all of the time,” “most of the time” 
“some of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
b. Did work or other activities less carefully than usual (“all of the time,” “most 
of the time” “some of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
5) During the past 4 weeks, how much did pain interfere with your normal work 
(including work outside of the home and housework)? (“not at all,” “a little bit,” 
“moderately,” “quite a bit,” or “extremely”)  
6) These questions are about how you feel and how things have been with you during 
the past 4 weeks.  For each question, please give the one answer that comes closest to 
the way you have been feeling.  How much of the time during the past 4 weeks… 
a. Have you felt calm and peaceful? (“all of the time,” “most of the time” “some 
of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
b. Did you have a lot of energy? (“all of the time,” “most of the time” “some of 
the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
c. Have you felt downhearted and depressed?  (“all of the time,” “most of the 
time” “some of the time,” “a little of the time,” or “none of the time”) 
7) During the past 4 weeks, how much of the time has your physical health or emotional 
problems interfered with your social activities (like visiting with friends, relatives, 
etc…) ((“all of the time,” “most of the time” “some of the time,” “a little of the time,” 
or “none of the time”) 
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Appendix M 
The Satisfaction with Life Scale 
 
Below are five statements that you may agree or disagree with. Using the 1 - 7 scale below, 
indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on the line preceding 
that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 
 
• 7 - Strongly agree  
• 6 - Agree  
• 5 - Slightly agree  
• 4 - Neither agree nor disagree  
• 3 - Slightly disagree  
• 2 - Disagree  
• 1 - Strongly disagree 
____ In most ways my life is close to my ideal.  
____ The conditions of my life are excellent. 
____ I am satisfied with my life. 
____ So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 
 
 
 
